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SCOPING REPORT FOR THE 
LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This report describes the scoping process for the Long Canyon Mine Project Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  It summarizes internal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) scoping; 
the input received from the public, agencies, and other interested parties; and describes the 
process used to identify issues raised and suggested alternatives to the Proposed Action. 
 
Scoping is required as by part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality's regulations for implementing NEPA, part of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) (40 CFR 1500-1508).  The purpose of scoping is to provide 
an opportunity for the public to learn about the proposed project and help the BLM identify 
issues and concerns to be considered in the EIS, along with other environmental review and 
consultation required (40 CFR 1501.7). 
 
The BLM initiated scoping for the Long Canyon Mine Project on July 19, 2012, when a Notice 
of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Register. 
 
This report documents the issues raised during the public scoping period, as required by the 
BLM NEPA Handbook, H-1790-1. 
 
1.1 PROPOSED ACTION 
Newmont Mining Corporation (Newmont) proposes to construct and operate an open-pit gold 
mine, which would include an open pit, a heap leach pad, a waste rock dump, a tailings storage 
facility, and other ancillary facilities.  The mine would be located on the eastern side of the 
Pequop Mountain Range, about 30 miles east of Wells, Nevada, and 32 miles west of West 
Wendover, Nevada, and five miles south of Interstate 80. 
 
Currently, Fronteer Development, a subsidiary of Newmont, is authorized to disturb up to 115 
acres on BLM administered lands and 275 acres on private/split estate land for exploration 
purposes.  The associated disturbance for the proposed operations would increase to 1,631 acres 
of public land, including 480 acres of split estate lands of federal surface and private subsurface. 
The projected life of the mine is eight to 14 years, including construction, operations, and closure 
and post-closure monitoring.  An estimated annual workforce for operations would be 
approximately 300 to 500 people during the life of the mine. 
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The Long Canyon Mine is in conformance with the Wells Resource Management Plan and the 
proposal is in conformance with the approved decisions of the Resource Management Plan. 
 
1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 
1.2.1 Federal Purpose and Need 
The BLM’s purpose for the Proposed Action is to provide Newmont with an opportunity to 
exercise their mineral rights on specific public lands within the proposed project as authorized by 
the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended.  BLM will decide whether to approve, approve 
with modifications, or deny the proposed project. 
 
The BLM’s need for the Proposed Action is to respond to the Plan of Operations Newmont 
submitted to BLM on March 22, 2012.  BLM is required to respond to the Plan of Operations to 
conduct mining operations in compliance with the BLM's Surface Mining Regulations 43 CFR 
3809 regulations, BLM's Use and Occupancy under the Mining Laws, regulations (43 CFR 
3715), 43 CFR 2800 and Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA) regarding rights-of-way, NEPA, and other statutes.  NEPA mandates that BLM 
evaluate or analyze the impacts of the proposed project and develop alternatives and mitigation, 
when necessary, to lessen any impacts to the resources.  BLM must determine if the proposed 
project would create unnecessary or undue degradation to the public lands involved in the action. 
 
1.2.2 Background and Proponent Objectives 
The BLM is responsible for managing mineral rights and access on public lands as authorized by 
the General Mining Law of 1872, as amended.  People with mining claims are entitled to 
reasonable access to explore for and develop mineral deposits on public domain lands that have 
not been withdrawn from mineral entry. 
 
In order to use public lands managed by the BLM for locatable mineral exploration and 
development, Newmont must comply with the BLM’s Surface Management Regulations, Use 
and Occupancy under the Mining Laws Regulations, FLPMA, Nevada Mine Reclamation Law, 
and other applicable statutes. 
 
Newmont's objectives for the proposed project are to conduct surface mining and ore processing 
from the proposed Long Canyon Mine to the optimal extent possible; and operate and reclaim 
the proposed facilities in a manner that is environmentally responsible, safe, and in compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations. 
 
1.3 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS 
NEPA requires an environmental review of major federal actions that have the potential to 
significantly affect the quality of the human and natural environment.  One of the primary 
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purposes of NEPA is to ensure that environmental considerations are incorporated into federal 
decision-making. 
 
In accordance with NEPA, public comments were solicited during a scoping period from July 19, 
2012 through September 4, 2012.  The goal of public involvement is to gain public 
understanding and participation in the analysis and decision-making. 
 
1.4 SCOPING PROCESS 
1.4.1 Notice of Intent 
The NOI to prepare an EIS was published on July 19, 2012, in the Federal Register, Volume 77, 
No. 139, pages 42505 and 42506 (Appendix A).  The publication of the NOI initiated the formal 
scoping period.  BLM decided the scoping period should be 45 days, longer than the minimum 
30 days.  The NOI complied with the requirements of 40 CFR 1508.22. 
 
1.4.2 Project Website 
A website for the project was launched concurrently with publication of the NOI in the Federal 
Register on July 19, 2012, and will remain active throughout the project.  The site is available 
under NEPA Projects on the BLM Elko District webpage 
(http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/elko_field_office.html).  Scoping information posted to the site 
includes the NOI, the press release, and the scoping letter that includes the project description, 
comment form, and two project figures including the project location map and the proposed 
facilities diagram. 
 
1.4.3 Press Releases 
A BLM press release was sent to the following news outlets: 
 

 Print Media 
Winnemucca Publishing Mesquite Local News Wells Progress 
The Nevada City Advocate Mesquite Citizen Humboldt Sun 
Tahoe Daily Tribune The Desert Flyer (Cal Nev Ari) Nevada Rancher 
Tonopah Times  Sacramento Bee San Francisco Chronicle 
Elko Daily Free Press Travel Nevada Mason Valley News 
Ely News Northern Nevada Business Weekly Lincoln County Record 
The Record Courier (Carson City) Weekly Seven (Las Vegas) Las Vegas Review Journal 
Las Vegas Sun Nevada Appeal Progressive Rancher 
Lahontan Valley News Reno Gazette Journal Associated Press  
Daily Sparks Tribune The Mirror (Pahrump) Pahrump Valley Times 

Radio 
Talk Radio Pahrump Nevada Public Radio CBS Radio 
Radio One Network Ruby Radio Corporation Elko Radio 
The Radio Network Lotus Radio (Reno) KNPR (Nevada Public Radio) 
KVLV (Fallon) KWNA (Winnemucca) KNYE (Pahrump) 
KDSS (Ely)   
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 Television 
Cox TV Reno Entravision Nevada (Univision) KENV TV (Elko) 
KPVM TV (Pahrump) KVVU (Las Vegas) KTNV (Las Vegas) 
KLAS (Las Vegas) KXNT (Las Vegas) KOLO (Reno) 
KRNV (Reno) KTVN (Reno) KNPB (Reno) 
KRXI (Reno)   
 
1.4.4 Scoping Mailing 
A scoping letter (Appendix A) with information regarding participating in the public 
involvement process and attending the public scoping meetings was sent out that included a 
summary of the proposed project, a project map, and a scoping comment form.  The press release 
and a project map were mailed to approximately 60 people, agencies, and groups on July 19, 
2012.  The mailing list for the scoping letter (Appendix B) was compiled by the BLM from those 
known or likely to be interested in the project and previous NEPA project mailing lists. 
 
The scoping comment form included a place to indicate a desire to be on the mailing list. 
Respondents who requested to be placed on the list were added to the list. 
 
1.4.5 Public Scoping Meetings 
The following three public scoping meetings were held from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.: 
 

• Monday, August 6, Wendover Senior Center, 112 South Moriah Avenue, Wendover, Utah; 
• Tuesday, August 7, Elko Convention Center, 700 Moran Way Elko, Nevada; and 
• Wednesday, August 8, Wells City Hall, 525 6th Street Wells, Nevada. 

 
The meetings were held in open house format.  The attendees were provided with a copy of the 
scoping letter, project description, map, an explanation of the NEPA process, and the scoping 
comment form.  An explanation of the sage-grouse habitat categories was also available as a 
handout. 
 
Posters were used to depict the proposed project and to provide background information on 
environmental conditions (Appendix A).  Representatives from the BLM, Newmont, and JBR 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. were present at each meeting to answer questions and discuss 
the project. 
 
To help document the attendance at the meetings, people were asked to sign in, although it was 
not required.  Table 1 shows the number of sign-ins at each scoping meeting.  Appendix C 
contains the sign-in sheets. 
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Table 1 Scoping Meeting Sign-In 
Date Location Number Signed In 

August 6, 2012 Wendover, Utah 19 
August 7, 2012 Elko, Nevada 13 
August 8, 2012 Wells, Nevada 26 

 
1.4.6 Cooperating Agencies 
The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) requested cooperating agency status.  A 
Memorandum of Agreement was signed between BLM and NDOW that outlines the 
responsibilities of NDOW as a cooperating agency and the environmental resources NDOW has 
an interest in within the project area. 
 
1.4.7 Internal Scoping 
An internal scoping meeting was held on August 8, 2012, in Elko, Nevada to identify issues from 
the BLM and the NDOW.  Minutes from the meeting are in Appendix D.  Issue statements 
compiled from the potential concerns in are included in Section 0. 
 
1.4.8 Discussions with Tribes 
Two Native American tribes have expressed an interest in the project, and one submitted 
comments during scoping. 
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2.0 COMMENT ANALYSIS 
 
All public and various agency comments provided during the scoping process were compiled and 
categorized into a scoping comment log (Appendix D).  Each submittal was assigned a comment 
identification number.  This number allows analysts to link specific comments to original letters. 
The original comment submittals were scanned and placed in the project administrative record. 
All respondents’ names and addresses (email address if the submission was an email) were 
recorded, and if requested, were added to the project mailing list.  Analysts read and categorized 
comments using a comment code (Table 2) and a comment form.  The comment log tracks all 
input and allows analysts to identify issues, to analyze the relationships among them, and create 
a summary of comments (Section 3.0). 
 
It is important to recognize that the consideration of public comments is not a vote-counting 
process in which the outcome is determined by the majority opinion.  Every comment and 
suggestion has value, whether expressed by one or a thousand respondents.  All input is 
considered, and the BLM attempts to capture all substantive public concerns in the analysis 
process. 
 
2.1 METHOD OF COMMENT COLLECTION 
Commenters could submit comments in writing by leaving comments at public meetings or 
mailing comments in, or they could submit them electronically by email.  No comment forms 
were submitted at the scoping meetings. 
 
By the close of the 45-day scoping period (September 4, 2012), 31 responses had been received. 
A list of respondents is included in the scoping comment log, and copies of all letters, faxes, and 
e-mails received are included in Appendix D. 
 
2.2 COMMENT CATEGORIZATION 
Each comment letter was read and comments, concerns, and issues captured.  Comments were 
given a code, which assigned them to an issue or resource (Table 2).  In reference to the 
issue/resource categories, Section 3.0 presents an issues summary by environmental resource. 
 
Table 2 Comment Categories 

Code General Issue Category 
ALT Alternatives to Proposed Action (development or additional) 
AQ Air Quality 
CR Cultural Resources 

CUM Cumulative Effects 
ECO General Ecological Resources 
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Code General Issue Category 
EJ Environmental Justice 

GEO Geology and Minerals 
HAZ Hazardous and Solid Waste Materials 
INF Request for additional information 
LST Add to mailing list 
LUA Land Use and Access 
MISC Miscellaneous 
NAC Native American Concerns 
NEG General comment, negative, non-substantive 
NS Noise 

OOS Out of scope 
PA Proposed Action 

PAL Paleontological Resources 
PN Purpose of and Need for Project 

POS General comment, positive, non-substantive 
PRO Process (comments referring to scoping or NEPA process) 
REC Recreation 
RNG Livestock Grazing (including rangeland health, grazing, wild horses and burros) 
SAF Public Health and Safety 
SD Special Designations (including wilderness, WSAs, ACECs, DWMAs, etc.) 

SOIL Soil Resources 
SOC Socioeconomics 
SSS Special Status Species (plants and animals) 

TRAN Transportation 
VEG Vegetation (not including listed or sensitive species) 
VR Visual Resources 

WHB Wild Horses and Burros 
WLF Wildlife (not including listed or sensitive species) and Wildlife Habitat 
WTR Water Resources 
RCL Reclamation 
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3.0 SCOPING RESULTS 
 
This section provides summaries of the substantive comments that were identified by internal 
and public scoping. 
 
Issue statements were identified by reviewing the comments, paraphrased from the original 
content, and organized by resource category.  Many of the comments identified similar issues. 
Similar comments were grouped together and then summarized.  Each issue statement was then 
followed by the unique source citation(s).  The minutes from the internal scoping meeting can be 
found in Appendix D along with the public scoping comments.  Generally, local residents and 
businesses appeared to support the projects, while those further removed from the project area 
opposed it. 
 
The majority of comments received concerned the impacts the project would have on the 
economy various communities and Elko County, water, wilderness characteristics, and wildlife. 
 
The greatest number of public comments was from individuals followed by government 
affiliations. 
 
3.1 ALTERNATIVES 
An important component of scoping is to identify alternatives that must be analyzed in the EIS. 
Potential alternatives are either suggested in comments or are developed to produce different 
effects than the Proposed Action.  A joint letter from the cities of Wendover, Utah and West 
Wendover, Nevada (the Cities) suggested an alternative that should be considered.  The Cities' 
letter suggested the pit elevation be changed to provide a larger buffer from groundwater, 
moving the location of facilities further from surface water, and moving the mine's water supply 
well to at least four miles south of Johnson Springs. 
 
Several letters suggested mitigation that should be considered.  A suggestion was made to 
require complete backfilling of the open pit as part of the reclamation/closure plan.  A request 
was made to reduce the amount of tree and other vegetation removal. 
 
Many questions were raised about the details of the Proposed Action.  These questions will be 
addressed through the project description in the EIS.  A sampling of the questions includes: 
 

• List of all equipment to be used; 
 

• Permits needed (i.e. National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, Clean Water Act 
404, Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)); 
 



 

• Type of claims held by Newmont; 
 

• Accurate and complete description of disturbance and facilities; 
 

• Water sources, pumping systems; 
 

• Plans for use, storage, disposal, and spill prevention of hazardous materials and response; 
 

• Plans to reduce emissions; 
 

• Plans to protect flora and fauna; 
 

• Plans/Agreements to protect water, water supplies, and water rights; 
 

• Opportunities for wildlife enhancement; 
 

• Newmont's commitment to funding the deer collaring project; 
 

• Determining successful remediation; 
 

• Mitigation and Monitoring (reclamation success, wildlife mortality, cultural resources, 
water quality, waste rock dump, discharge to waters of the United States, compliance) 
including what, when, where, and how, etc.; 
 

• A process for approving and monitoring these drill sites, as well as the effective 
remediation of past drill sites; 
 

• Reclamation/Restoration/Closure plan; and 
 

• Location of ranch headquarters. 
 
3.2 ANALYSIS ISSUES 
Per the Council of Environmental Quality NEPA regulations (1501.7), it is through the scoping 
process that the BLM will (a) determine the scope and significant issues to be analyzed in depth 
in the EIS and (b) identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues that are not significant. 
Section 3 summarizes issues raised during the scoping process.  The EIS will narrow the 
discussion of these issues to a brief presentation in the EIS.  In brief, the scoping comments must 
be reviewed to determine which issues are or are not significant in the context of NEPA and 
conducting an EIS.  The list below summarizes the issues related to each resource and indicates 
whether it was an issue raised through internal scoping at the August 8, 2012 Interdisciplinary 
Team (IDT) meeting, public comment (letter number), or both. 
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3.2.1 Air Quality 
• How will gas, dust, particulate, or mercury emissions from all mines facilities, roads, and 

vehicles affect the environment from milling operations, construction, power generation, 
or transportation, exploratory drilling (12, 13, 18, and 34)? 

 
• Will project operations require additional air permitting (Title V) (08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
• Will the project meet the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (34)? 
 
• What are the PSD increments in the area (34)? 

 
• What Class I areas are within 100 kilometers (34)? 

 
• What and how much greenhouse gas will be emitted (34)? 

 
• What will the impact of climate change be on the project and other resources (34)? 

 
3.2.2 Cultural Resources  

• What are the impacts on known sites and others that may be found in the future (15 and 
18)? 

 
• What requirements for consultation with Nevada SHPO must be included (25)? 
 
• What other mitigation needs to be applied to minimize or eliminate effects (12, 13, and 

08/08/12 IDT)? 
 
• What will be the impacts on the original Continental Railroad (13)? 

 
3.2.3 Native American Concerns 

• Consultation with the Western Shoshone people is required.  Is the Treaty of Ruby Valley 
still applicable (2, 6, 21, and 34)? 

 
• How will the impact known sacred and spiritual sites and food and medicine gathering 

locations (6)? 
 
3.2.4 Recreation 

• What will the impacts on recreation, particularly solitude, hunting, and non-motorized 
use (13 and 18)? 

 
3.2.5 Wilderness Characteristics 

• What wilderness characteristics occur and how will they be affects (12, 13, 18, and 20)?  
 
• What mitigation can be included to ensure wilderness designation in the future is not 

foreclosed (20)? 
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3.2.6 Socioeconomic 
• What will the project do for employment, high paying jobs, sales taxes, property taxes, 

health care benefits (2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 19, 30, and 31)? 
 

• What will the impacts be on Wells, Wendover, West Wendover, the Wells Colony, and 
Elko County (21, 31, and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
 

• Will the project spur growth in retail and health care, and diversify the economic base (7, 
10, and 21)? 
 

• Will issues with water supply be an economic burden on Wendover and West Wendover 
(21 and 31)?  
 

• Will the effects on scenic quality adversely affect the economic viability of the area (18)? 
 

• Will the project result in Wendover and West Wendover having to repay USDA loans for 
developing the water supply back before previously anticipated (21)? 
 

• What are the reclamation bonding requirements (34)? 
 

• What impacts could necessitate a long-term trust fund (34)? 
 

• What financial assurance is there that all of the post-closure activities will be kept current 
as conditions change (34)? 

 
3.2.7 Lands and Realty 

• Does the proposed infrastructure (transmission lines, pipelines, roads, corridors) meet 
BLM requirements for right-of-way (08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
• Can existing rights-of-way be used (08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
3.2.8 Wildlife 

• How will noise and human activities affect wildlife (12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, and 26)? 
 

• What are impacts on species of concern (mule deer) and is there additional mitigation 
needed to minimize or eliminate impacts (20, 26, and 08/08/ IDT)? 
 

• How will the project affect migration patterns (12, 13, 18, and 26)? 
 

• What are the impacts from disturbance, waste rock, heap leach, and tailings (18)? 
 

• What are the impacts on mule deer winter range (23 and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
 

• How will potential changes in water affect wildlife (12 and 13)? 
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3.2.9 Special Status Species (including Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive) 
• What are the impacts on special status species (08/08/12 IDT)? 
 
• What are impacts on sage grouse, sage grouse leks from noise, snails, bats, pygmy 

rabbits, and is there additional mitigation needed to minimize or eliminate impacts (18, 
20, 26, and 08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
• What will be the impact on buckwheat, used by sensitive butterflies (08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
3.2.10 Livestock Grazing 

• How will the project affect the base property for the permittee (08/08/12 IDT)? 
 
• How many AUMs will not be available because of the mine facilities (34 and 08/08/12 

IDT)? 
 
• What range improvements will be affected by taking the land out of production (08/08/12 

IDT)? 
 
• Will changes result in a loss of investment for the permittee (08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
3.2.11 Vegetation 

• Will there be impacts on the bark beetle infestation (08/08/12 IDT)? 
 

• Will riparian vegetation be affected by mine water use (14 and 18)? 
 

• Will wetlands be affected (34)? 
 
3.2.12 Soils 

• What erosion and sedimentation is expected (14, 34, and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
 

• Will reclamation be successful (14 and 18)? 
 
3.2.13 Transportation 

• Will relocating road affect access to specific areas (23)? 
 

• Are the interchanges on the interstate adequate to accommodate additional mine-related 
traffic (23)? 
 

• Can the underpass for State Road 233 accommodate mine-related equipment (23)? 
 
3.2.14 Water 

• Will the pit intercept groundwater (34)? 
 

• Will the water be polluted (1, 8, and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
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• Will groundwater be contaminated (5, 8, 34, and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
 
• Will alternate source provide high quality drinking water (8, 16, 21, and 08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
• How effective are BMPs at protecting water? How will pumping large quantities of water 

affect Johnson Spring (8 and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
 
• Does the water meet NDEP's safe drinking water standards (8 and 08/08/12 IDT)? 

 
• Can advanced mitigation be implemented to avoid habitat losses (34)? 

 
• What will the post-closure groundwater elevation recovery be (34)? 

 
• Is there a potential for perched water or other shallow aquifers to be intercepted (34)? 

 
• Will any of the components be within the 25- or 100-year floodplain (34)? 

 
• Will the off-site ore processing affect water (34)? 

 
3.2.15 Water Rights 

• Who has water rights currently and what will be the effect on water rights (27)? 
 
3.2.16 Hazardous Materials and Public Safety 

• What is Newmont's record on pollution (14)? 
 

• What are the potential impacts of failure of containment systems and are the impacts 
irreversible (34)? 

 
3.2.17 Visual Resources 

• What will be the impacts on scenic quality (18 and 08/08/12 IDT)? 
 

• The project may impact night skies in the area (22). 
 
3.2.18 Land Use and Access 

• Are there special uses that may be displaced (34)? 
 
3.2.19 Environmental Justice 

• Are there any low income or minority populations that will be disproportionately 
affected? 

 



 

 

 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

Notice of Intent, Press Release, 
Scoping Letter, and Scoping Handouts 

 



 

 
SCOPING REPORT – LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX A 
BLM ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE A-1 

 

Federal Register / Vol. 77, No. 139 / Thursday, July 19, 2012/ Notioes 42505 

Commemts and ob jections submitted to 
this notice will not be ma.de a,·aila:ote 
for public inspection and, to the extent 
pemlltted by law, will not be rele-ased 
undc:r ~~ F~e~C:om of info!m.:tion Aet, 
5 u.s.c. 552. 

Dued: Juhy u. zou. 
Richard U. Rodriguez. 
Director, Di•lisicm of Tedt."'lolo;y De•/elopmcm 
and Transju. Office ~TechnologyTra.."'sfer, 
JVa~ior!ollnscirures of Healr...'? . 
JFR Doc. ~OtZ-174.97 FE!;:d 7-U-l Z; S:4S ~-n) 

81U.ING C()OE 4141>-011~ 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAI'I DEVELOPMENT 

[Doc-ket No. FR-5602-~5) 

Notice o f Proposed Information 
Co llecti on: Comment Request Notice 
of Application for Designation as a 
Single Family Foreclosure 
Co mmissioner 

AGENCY: Office of the Gene•al Counsel , 
HUD. 
ACTI014: Notic.e. 

SUMMARY: The proposed info rmation 
collectio n requirement described below 
will be s ubmitted to the Office of 
lvlanagement and Budget (OMB) for 
review, as required by the Paperw o:k 
Reduction .. ~ct. The Department is 
solicitL"3g public comments on the 
subject p roposaL 
DATES: Comme_.,ts Due Dote: September 
17, 2012. 

ADDRESSES: intere-.::ted persons axe 
invited to submit corr.ments ugarding 
this proposaL Comments should refer to 
the- proposal by name and/or 0!--·lB 
Control :-fumbor md should h• sont to: 
Reports Liaison Officer, Office of 
General Counsel, Depa.-tment of 
Housing and Urban Development, 451 
7th Street SW., Room 102 76, 
Washington, DC 2041~0500. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMAnON CONTACT: 
Sherece Tolbert, Deputy Assistant 
General Counsel, Single Family 
Mortgage Dh-ision , Offic.e of General 
Couns-el, Department o f Housing and 
Urban DevElopment, 451 7th Street S\V., 
Room 9240 , Wc.shington, DC 20410-
0 500, telephone (202- 708-008 0) (this is 
not a toll-free number). 
SUPPLEMENTARYINFORMAT10N: The 
Department is submitting the p roposed 
information collection to OMB for 
review, c.s required by the Paperwork 
R.eduction Act oi 1995 (44 U.S.C. 
Ch.cpter 35, c.s amended). 

Thls Notic-e is soliciting comments 
&om members of the public and 
affecting agencies c.onceming the 
pro posed collection of information to: 
(1) Evaluc.t<e •Nhether the proposed 
collection of in fo;;mation is necessc.rv 
for the proper performance of the · 
functions of the agency, including 
•Nhetller th.e information will have 
practical u tility; (2) E'"·aluate the 
c.ccurc.cy of the agency's estimate o f the 
burden of the propos-ed collection of 
info rmation; (3) Enh.c.nc·e the-quc.lity, 
u tili ty, and clarity o f the in formation to 

be c.ollected; and (4) ~·finimize the 
burden of the c.ollection of information 
on those who are to respo nd; including 
through the u::-e o f appropriate 
autom;.t~d. eoll~.:tion tKhniq_u~s or 
other forms of L"lfo rmation tech."lology, 
e.g., permitting elecUonic submission o f 
responses. 

This Notice also lists the follo wing 
info rmation: 

TjtJe of Proposal: l\otics of 
Application fo r Designatin .-\.s a Single 
Family Foreclosure Commissioner (SF 
Mortgage Fo reclosure Act of 1994). 

OMB Control N umbsr, if applicable : 
2510-0012. 

Dsscn'ptJ'on of the ns-ed for t..i,s­
i.'1formation a.."''d prop ossd use: Under 
the Single Family Mortgage Fo:ed s oure 
Act of 1994, HUD may exercise c. 
nonjudicial Po·wer of Sale oi single 
family HUD-helci mortgages ancii may 
appoint Forsdsoure Commissioners to 
do this:. HUD needs the Notice and 
resulting appliations for complianc.e 
·with the Act's: requirements that 
comm.issioner:s be qualified. Most 
respondents \..,.ill be attorneys, but 
anyone may a:pply. 

.4gs-n,::-r form numbs-rs, if applicable: 
None. 

Members cl affectsd public: Business 
or Other Fo:-Profit and L"ldividuals or 
Househo lds . 

Estimation o f the total numbers of 
hou.:--s needed to p repare the info rmation 
collection including number o f 
respondents, freQuency of response, and 
hou.:--s of response: 

Number of re.spondents Frequency ci response Hours p:er re<SPo.nse Tctal burden hours 

30 

Statu.s of t..i,s- proposed information 
collection: Reinstatement of collection. 

Authority: The P~~tt,\'O:tk Reduction Act 
cf 1995, 44 U.S. C. Chapter 35, s.s ame::!:cieci. 

D~teci : Juhy 16. zou. 
Ca.ru.ille E . Acevedo. 
Associat-e General Coun sej for Ugislatjon a.""td 
Re:!ulatio!'ls. 
!F'R Do c. ~OlZ-17637 F~l;d 7-ta-1:1: 5:4~ .a.-n) 

BILLING C()OE 421o-E7~ 

.s 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

(LLNVE03000 LS1 100000.GNOOOO. 
LVEMF1201SS0.241A; NVN-91032; r.1Q;i 

4500035419 ; TAS: 14XS017] 

Notice of Intent To Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Proposed long Canyon Mine 
Pro jecl, Elko County, NV 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Manc.gsment, 
Interior . 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: L"l co mpliance .,.,.;th the 
l\ational En"\c--ironment.al Policy Act of 
1969 (~P ... ~), as c.mencied, and the 
Federal Land Policy c.nd tvlanagement 
Act (FLPlvlA) of 1976, as emended, the 
Bure-au of Land ).1anc.gement (BL\.i) 
Wells Field Office, Elko , Nevada, 

15 

intends to p re-pare an Environmentc.l 
L"llpact Statement (EIS) for the Long 
Canyon Mine~ and by this notice is 
announcing the beg"dm.ing o f the 
seeping proce-ss to solicit public 
comments anci identify issues. 

DATES: This notice initiates the oublic 
seeping proce-.::s for the EIS. Co~ents 
on issues mc.y be submitted in ·wTiting 
until September 4, 20 12. The date(s) c.nd 
locetion(s) of c.ny seeping meetings \'ti ll 
be announc.ed at least 15 days in 
advance thro ugh local medi~, 
newspapers, and the BL\4 'Web site at: 
·ww;.v.blm.go\~lrvSc. L"l o:der to be 
in<ludod in tbo Droll E!S, &11 oom!n•nts 
must be recei...:·ed prior to the dose of 
the seeping period. The BL\4 will 
p:ovi.cie additional opportu."lities for 
public participation upon publication of 
the Draft EIS. 
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ADDRESSES: You mav su bmit comments 
related to the Long C:anyoz: Mine Project 
by any o f the follo wing methods: 

• Email : BUI_~'l'V_ELDOLongCanyon 
.\.fine'&Jblm .gov. 

• F~~: 775-7~3-03S5. 
• Mail: BL~·l EL\o District Office, 

\tV ells Field Office, Atf-."l: V,..-hitney 
lNirthlin, 3900 E. Idaho Street, Elko, 
Nev ada. 8 98 01 . 
Documents pertinent to th:s p roposal 
may be examtned at the Wells Field 
Office, 3900 E. Idaho StrM, Elko, 
Nevada, 8 9801. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
'Whitney \Virthlin, p roject lead, 
telephone: 775- 753-0342; email: BL\1_ 
.W _ EWOLongCanyonlvtine@bl.m.gov. 
Pe~ons •Nho use a telecommunications 
ci:evke for the deai (TDD) mc.y call the 
Federal Information Relay Service 
(FIRS) at 1- 800-87 7-8339 to contact the 
abo, ·e indivi dual ci:u.:.-ing normal 
business hours. Th e FIRS is: c.va.ilable Z.4 
ho urs a day, 7 days a week, to lea'\'e c. 
message o:- question w ith the above 
indhridual. You will receh·e a reply 
du..-ing nonnal business hours. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 1\eo,.,.-mont 
?>.'lining Corpo ration (>.ie·wm on t) 
proposes to construct and ·j perc.te an 
o p-en-pit golci mining operation, ·which 
'\\>·ou ld include o ne o pen p it, c. heap 
leach pad, one wast e rock :iump, a 
tailings storage facility , and other 
ancillarv facilities. The mbe ·wo uld De 
located "on the eastern side of the 
Pequop ~ountain Range, about 30 miles 
east o f Wells, Nevada, and 32 miles \<\·est 
o f 'West \Vend oYer, >.rev ada, and 5 miles 
so u th of btte~tate 80. Curnnth•. 
Fron teer Development, c. subsidi.a..) ' o f 
Neo. ... -mont, is authoriz-ed to d isturb u p to 
115 acres for exploration purposes. The 
associateci d isturbance for the p roposed 
o p-erations would increase to 1,631 acres 
o f public lanci, ind u dL-tg 480 acres of 
split estate lands of Federal su..--face and 
private subsuric.c.e. The projected !He of 
the mine is 8 to 14 years, including 
construction, ope!'a tions, and closu..-e 
and p-ost -closure mo nitoring . .A_n 
estimated annual workforce for 
o p-erations would be apprcximately 300 
to 500 people d uring the life o f the 
mine. 

Frontesr is curren tly coz:ducting 
exploration activities L"l this area that 
·were analy-zed in two envi:onmental 
asses.sments (EA), the Ns wWest Gold 
US . .o\ Inc. Lon,g Ca.l1yon Exploration 
Project (July 2008, E.4 No. fJL\-fi EK!PL-
2008/ 011) and Frontee-r De;,-elopment 
(US.4j L'1c. Exp~~ded Long CanJo-on 
Exploration Projsct yu..,6 2011, DOI­
BLVl- N V- N 030-201 1-00001- Ei\}. The 
l o ng Canyon Mine is in ccnforma."lce 
•v-ith the Wells Reso urce }.(anagement 

Plan (RMP ) and the proposal is in 
conformance ·with the appn ved 
d ecisions of the ID.•IP. 

The issue-.:: identified d uring scoping 
·wil l be used to deYelop a rcnge of 
alternatives, including a no-action 
alternative. Mitigation mea~ures will be 
considered to minimize emironmental 
impacts and to ensure the-proposeci 
action does not re-sult in unneces.sarv o:­
und ue degradation of public lands . • 

The purpo.s:e of the publk seeping 
process is to determine relevant issues 
that •Nill influenc.e the sco~e of the 
enviror-.mental analysis, includ ing 
alternatives, and guide the proces-s for 
d eveloping the EIS. ~-1.t press:n t, the BL\1 
has identified the following preliminarv 
issue-s: -· 

(a) Potential emcts to archaeological 
resources in the area; 

fo) Poten tial effects to greater sage­
~:uu~~:~ yu~..-J \.,.\' Lln1 p Lu,\.iu:.i l.v t u d.U 
active sage-grouse lek; 

(c) Potential emcts to vie•Nshed ~n 
and aro und areas o f Visual Re-so urcss 
Management Classe-s I through IV; 

(d ) Potential impacts to the- w ater 
supply of \ Vendo,·er, Utah, and V1lest 
Wendover, Nevada; and 

(e) Potential emcts to the A.Iec. 7 mule­
d eer herci and the mule de-e:- migration 
corridor associated with the herd. The 
pro posed project area is located in c. 
mule deer migration corrid·Jr . 

The BL"-'i ·will utilize and coo:-dinate 
the NEPA commenting process to help 
fulfill the public invoh·ement p :-ocess 
under Section 106 of the l\ational 
His"to rtc Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
470£) as p rovided Eo r in 36 :FR. 
8 00.2 (d )(3). l\ative American tribal 
consultations ·wi ll be con ducted in 
c.ccordc.ncs .,,t}th policy, a."ld tribal 
concerns '\rill be given due 
consideration , inclu ding impacts on 
Indian trust assets. Federal, State, and 
local agencies, along with other 
stakeho lders that may be interested o r 
affected by the Bll.f's decision on this 
project are invited to participate in the 
seeping p rocess and, if eligible-, may 
request or bs requested by ihe-BL"-'i to 
participate as a cooperatinB agency. 

Before- including your address, phone­
number, email address, or other 
personal identifving inEorn:ation in your 
coll'.ment, yo u should be aware-that 
your entire c<Omment- incluciing your 
personal identifying inEorn:ation- may 
be made publicly available a t any time. 
VI/bile-you can ask us in yo·.l! comment 
to withhold your personal identifying 
in formation fro m public reYiew , w e 
cannot gu arantee that ·we will be able to 
do so. 

Authority: 40 CFR 1501 and ~a CFR 3809. 

Kenneth E. Miller. 
Disuicr Ma.>'!ager, Elko District Office. 
(FR D:.:. :ze l2- !:HU Fil~d 7- ta- t : : 0~5 = I 
~LLIIIC. OOOE 4$1~Hc-P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[ LLCA 942000 LS7000000 BXOJOO] 

Filing of Plats of Survey: california 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land ~agement, 
Interior. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The olats of survey of lands 
described belo~v are scheciul~ci to be 
officiallv filed in the Bureau o f La."lci 
Manage~ent California State Office, 
Sacramento, California, thirty (30) 
r.::tl...,n rl;u rl ;~v~ frnm t h"" d;r~ tR n f thi.c: 
publication~ 
ADDRESSES: A copy o f the plats may be 
obtained from the California State 
Offke, Bureau of Land Management, 
2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, 
Califo rnia 95825, upon required 
pavment. 

Protest: A pe~on o r party who wishes 
to p:-otest c. su..-.·ey must flle a notics 
that they wish to pro test , .,.·i!h the 
Califo rnia State Director, Bureau of 
Land Management, 2800 C.cttage Way, 
Sacramento, California 95825. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION O:>HTACT: 
Chief, Branch of Geographic Sen -ices, 
Bureau of Land ~agement, California 
S:ate Office, 2800 Cottage 'Way, Roo m 
\ V- 1623, Sc.wcU.Lu:c~ulu, Cc.lifu u.Uc. 958 Z5 , 
(916) 978-4310. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: These 
su..-.·sys w ere executed to meet the 
administrative needs of vario us federc.l 
agencies; the Bureau of l an:i 
Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs 
or BUisau o f Reclamation . The lands 
su..-.·syed are: 

~·lount Diablo Meridian. California 

T. 4 S .. R. 29 E .. dependent resur\"ey and 
subdivision o: section accep:ed Jun~ s. 
20 12 . 

T. 45 N .. R. 16 E .. corr~iv.: re~ut":ey and 
C:ependem :resurvey acce:p~-d June 13. 
20 12 . 

T. 31 S., R. 32 E., dep endent re;.,~v~y a.-;:d 
metes-mci-bounds survey tcc.ep ted June 
1.~, 2 0 1 2 . 

T . 19 S ., R. 12 E., dependent re;.,~v~y a.-;:d 
subdh·i sion accep:~d JunelO. 2012. 

Authority: 43 U.S.C .. Chapte: 3. 

Dat-~-d: July 12, 2012 
Roger I . Blouch, 
.4cring c:~it:jCadast:rol Sun:eya. California. 
(FR D:.:. :zel2- !:7~S~ Fil~d 7- ta- t : : 0~5 = I 

SILLIIIC. OOOE 4$1~~ 
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BLM Nevada 1Vews 
ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE NO. 2012-056 
FOR RELEASE: July 19, 2012 
COl\'TACT: Lesli Ellis, (775) 753-0386, or emaillellis@blm.gov 

BLM begins EIS for Proposed Long Canyon Mine 

ELKO, Nev.- The Bureau of Land Management (BUv1) has published in the Federal Register a 

Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Newmont Mining 

Corporation' s (Newmont) proposed Long Canyon open-pit gold mine to be located 

approximately 30 miles east of Wells, in Elko County, Nev. The notice opens a 45-day public 

seeping period that will end Sept. 3, 2012. 

The public is being asked to identify issues relevant to Newmont' s proposal to construct 

and operate the Long Canyon Mine Proj ect, which would include one open pit, a heap leach pad, 

one waste rock dump, a tailings storage facility and other ancillary facilities. The mine would be 

located on the eastern side of the Pequop Mountain Range, about 30 miles east of Wells, Nev., 

32 miles west of West Wendover, Nev., and five miles south of Interstate 80. The proposed 

operations would affect 1,63 1 acres of public land, including 480 acres of split-estate lands. 

The proj ected mine life is 8 to 14 ye.ars, including construction, operations, closure, and 

post-closure monitoring. The mine is expected to create approximately 300 to 500 jobs during 

the life of the mine. 

Public Seeping meetings are scheduled for the following dates and locations from 6 to 8 

p.m.: 

August 6 
\Vendover Senior Center (This meeting is Mountain Standard Time) 
112 South Moriah Avenue 
Wendover, Utah 

August 7 
Elko Convention Center 
700 Moran \ll ay 
Elko, Nev. 

AugustS 
\V ells City Hall 
525 6th Street 
Wells, Nev . 
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Interested individuals should address written comments to the BLM Elko District Office, 

Wells Field Office, 3900 E. Idaho Street, Elko, NV 89801, Attn: Whitney Wirthlin, or fax at 

(775) 753-0385. Comments may also be submitted to the project e-mail address: 

LongCanyonlv1ine@blm.gov. 

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal 

identifying information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment -

including your personal identifying information - may be made publicly available at any ti.tne. 

While you can ask us in your comment to withhold your personal identifying i.tlformation from 

public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so. Additional information is 

available online at: www.blm.gov/rv5c. 

For more information, contact \Vhitney Wirthlin, Wells Field Office Geologist, at 

(775) 753-0342. 

-BLM-
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What is NEPA? 

Long Canyon Mine Project 
Environmental Impact Statement 

NEPA PROCESS 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires an environmental review of major Federal 
actions that have the potential to significant ly affect the quality of the human environment. The purpose of 
NEPA is to ensure that environmental considerations are incorporated into Federal decision-making. The two 
primary objectives of NEPA are: (1) Agencies must have available and fully consider detailed information 
regarding environmental effects at the time a decision is made; and (2) Agencies must make the same 
information available to interested and/or affected persons, agencies and organizations before decisions ar·e 
made and before actions are taken. In some instances, in order to comply with NEPA, an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) must be prepared in order to analyze the environmental effects of a proposed action. 

Why Does NEPA apply to the Long Canyon Mine Project? 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) determined that approval of this proposal is a major federal action 
subject to the requirements of NEPA. 

What are the NEPA Process Steps for the Long Canyon Mine Project? 
1) Newmont Mining Corporation (Newmont) submitted a draft Plan of Operation for the proposed Long 

Canyon Mine Project (Project) to the BLM Wells Field Office. 

2) The BL.M determined that the proposed Project could have a significant impact on the environment, and 
an EIS must be prepared in order to connply with NEPA requirements. 

3) The EIS process commenced on July 19, 2012, with publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an 
El S in the Federal Register. Notifications were also published in local newspapers, and were sent vi a 
direct mailings to people and agencies on an initial EIS mailing list. 

4) The pub lication of the NOI began a 45-day public scoping period during which three public meetings/open 
houses are being held within proximity to the Project Area. The open houses include displays explaining 
the Project. The meetings are being held as follows: August 6, Wendover Senior Center; August 7, Elko 
Convention Center; and August 8, Wells City Hall. To be the most hlelpful, public scoping comments 
should be submitted to BLM by September 4, 2012. Please see the "Whom Can I Contact if I Have Any 
Questions?" section at the end of this document for details. 

5) Public scoping comments can be left at one of the open houses, sent via U.S. Mail , or submitted 
electronically to LongCanyonMine@blm.gov. 

6) This input will be used by the BUvl to develop a range of alternatives, issues, and indicators to be used in 
the environmental analysis. A Scoping Summary Report will be prepared describing: the public scoping 
input, nnajor issues to be evaluated in the analysis, and alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS. This 
document will be made avai lable to the public via posting on the Internet. Persons who commented during 
scoping will be included on the ElS mailing list for future actions and notices. 

7) Newmont and its contractors have conducted Baseline Environmental Studies which identify existing 
conditions in the Project Study Area. The BLM will evaluate potential environmental effects on a wide 
range of environmental and social resources. Effects will be identified for the individual components of 
the Proposed Action and all the alternatives. The cumulative effects of the Project, when combined witih 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, \viii also be evaluated. Written descriptions of the 

Long Canyon Mine Project NEPA Process 
Page 1 
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 Proposed Action and alternatives, required Agency actions, baseline conditions, environmental impacts, 

m itigation measures to reduce impacts, and consultation and coordination efforts will be included in the 
Draft EIS. The BLM currently estimates the Draft EIS will be completed in the summer or fall of 2013, 
subject to change. 

8) When the Draft EIS is completed, a Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in the Federal Reg ister 
to begin a 45-day public comment period on the Draft EIS. Copies of the Draft EIS will be made available 
through direct mailings to the EIS mailing list and via posting on the Internet. The NOA will also be 
published in local newspapers surrounding the proposed Project Area. During this period, public 
meetings will be held on the Draft EIS in the same cities and towns as the meetings held during the 
seeping process. 

9) The BLM will review comments on the Draft EIS received from other agencies and the public and prepare 
the Final EIS. The BLM will incorporate substantive comments, changes, corrections, and revisions into 
the Final EIS. The Final EIS will identify the alternative selected by the Bllv1 after consideration of all 
public input. The BLM currently estimates the Final EIS will be completed in the spring or summer of 
2014, subject to change. 

10) Copies of the Final EIS will be made available through direct mailings and via posting on the Internet. A 
30-day public availability period will begin with publication of a NOA in the Federal Register and local 
newspapers. During the public availability period, the public can provide comments, if any, on the Final 
EIS. 

11) The BUvl and any cooperating agencies will consider information corntained in the Final EIS, and public 
comments received during the availability period that identify any significant issues not previously 
addressed or introducing new signi ficant information. The BLM Elko District Office will prepare a Record 
of Decision (ROD) related to approval of the Project and its components under BLM jurisdiction. The ROD 
w ill discuss the agency selected alternative, the environmentally preferable alternative, and any 
monitoring and mitigation conditions required as part of the decisions. The BLM currently estimates the 
ROD will be completed in the summer of 2014, subject to change. 

12) The agency ROD will be made available to the public through direct mailings and posting on the Internet 
A 30-day appeal period for the ROD will commence with publ ication of a NOA of the ROD in local 
newspapers. Members of the public aggrieved by the decisions in the ROD can file written appeal 
statements with the BLM within the appeal periods. Consideration of any appeals will follow specific 
policies and procedures of the BLM and Department of the Interior. 

13) Following the close of the ROD appeal period and completion of any subsequent appeal process, the 
BLM will take actions as appropriate on their decisions. The earliest this would likely occur is summer or 
fall of 201 4, subject to change. 

How Can I Stay Involved? 
Attend a seeping meeting in your area. Be sure to add your name to the Project mailing list. Fill out a 
comnnent sheet and return it to the BLM (instructions can be found on the comment sheet). 

Whom Can I Contact if I Have Any Questions? 
Should you have any questions, please contact: Whitney Wirthlin, Bureau of Land Management, Wells Field 
Office, 3900 E. Idaho Street, Elko, Nevada 89801, Attn Long Canyon EIS. Email : wwirthlin@blm.gov, Tel: 
(775) 753-0358. 

Long Canyon Mine Project NEPA Process 
Page2 
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Long Canyon Mine Project 
Environmental Impact Statement 

BLM SCOPING COMMENT SHEET 

~ \i 
Informed decisions are better decisions: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) believes that public 
involvement will serve to improve communication, develop enhanced understanding of different perspectives, 
and identify solutions to issues and problems. We look for.vard to hearing from you! 

Where to provide comments: You can hand this form in at a public seeping meeting or mail it in using the 
address on the reverse. Comments can also be submitted via email to the following email address: 
LongCanyonMine@blm.gov. 

Name _____________ County--------------------

Title----------------Organization---------------

Mailing Address _______________________________ _ 

City _________________ State _______ Zip _____ _ 

Email ___________________________________ __ 

Date---------Meeting Location (if applicable). _______________ _ 

D Please check box if you want to be on the mailing list for future updates and notifications for this project. 

The draft EIS will be posted on the BLM Elko District Office website. You will be notified when it is available. 

COMMENT (use back side if you need additional space or attach additional sheets) 

Fold in thirds so address (on reverse) is showing, add postage, tape bottom of fold, and mail, postmarked by 
September4, 2012. 

Comments, including names, street addresses, e4 mail addresses, and phone numbers (if PfO•Jided) of respondents will be available for public review at 
the su-.·t Ely Field Office during regular business h0t1rs (7:45 am to 4:30 pm), Monday through Friday. except holidays. Before including yOtJr address, 
phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment - including 
your personal identifying infonnation - may be made publicly available at any lime. While you can asJc us in your comments to withhold yO\Jr personal 
identifvina infom1ation from public review. we cannot auarantee that we will be able to do so. 
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SCOPING REPORT – LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX B 
BLM ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE B-1 

Table B-1 shows the agencies, organizations, and individuals who were sent the scoping 
announcement and project map (see Appendix A). 
 
Table B-1 Scoping Mailing List 

Agency/Organization Addressee 

Dixie Valley Cattle LLC C/O Randy Stowell 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Attn: State Supervisor 
Resource Concepts, Inc John L. Mclain 
Nevada Department of Wildlife Attn: Alan Jenne 
Western Watersheds Project Attn: Katie Fite 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association   
Elko County Board of County Commissioners 
Natural Resources Management Advisory Commission Mr. Scott R. Brown 
Sustainable Grazing Coalition Attn: Richard A. Orr 
Callan W. Payton   
Great Basin Mine Watch Dr. Tom Myers 
Egbert Livestock LLC C/O Scott Egbert 
Von Sorensen   
Kem Kough, Pequop Ranch   
City of Wells Attn: Jolene Supp 
Great Basin Resource Watch   
Natural Resource Conservation Service   

Senator Harry Reid Bruce Thompson Courthouse and 
Federal Building 

Mr. Paul Bottari     
Friends of Nevada Wilderness Ms. Karen Boegger 
Nevada State Clearinghouse, Division of Administration Attn: Heather Elliott 
Roy And Glorene Kelly   
NDEP-BMRR Attn: Shane Martin 
Nevada Division of Water Resources Attn: Hamilton Reed 
City of Wendover Attn: Glenn Wadsworth 
City of West Wendover Attn: Chris Melville 
Center For Biological Diversity Rob Mrowka 
Karen Klitz   
Senator Dean Heller   
Congressman Mark Amodei   
Wells Progress   
Western Mining Action Project Mr. Roger Flynn 
Oregon-California Trail Association   
Kathleen R. Gregg   
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9 Attn: Jeanne Geselbracht 
Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone Pat Stevens 
Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone Chairman Bryan Cassadore 
Battle Mountain Band Council Luara Schmidt 
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Agency/Organization Addressee 

Battle Mountain Band Council Chairman Greg Holley 
Wells Band Council Aurora Aboite 
Wells Band Council Chairwoman Paula Salazar 
Elko Band Council Alfreda Jake 
Elko Band Council Chairman Gerald Temoke 
Confederate Tribes of The Goshute Indian Reservation Madeline Greymountain 
Confederate Tribes of The Goshute Indian Reservation Chairman Ed Naranjo 
Western Shoshone Committee Naomi Mason 
Western Shoshone Committee Ms. Reynaulda Taylor 
Shoshone Paiute Tribes of The Duck Valley Indian Reservation  Ted Howard 
Shoshone Paiute Tribes of The Duck Valley Indian Reservation  Chairman Terry Gibson 
Ely Shoshone Tribe Mark Richards 
Ely Shoshone Tribe Chairman Alvin Marques 
Yomba Shoshone Tribe Teola Brady 
Yomba Shoshone Tribe Chairman David Smith 
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe Maurice Frank Churchill 
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe Chairwoman Virginia Sanchez 
South Fork Band Council Tanya Reynolds 
South Fork Band Council Chairman Brandon Reynolds 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (Eastern Nevada Agency) Superintendent Joe Mcdade 
Western Shoshone Descendents of Big Smoky Mr. Felix Ike 
Western Shoshone Defense Project Ms. Carrie Dann 
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1 Public, Jean 
From: usacitizen1 usacitizen1 [mailto:usacitizen1@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2012 3:18 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine; foe@foe.org; info@emagazine.com 
Cc: americanvoices@mail.house.gov; comments@whitehouse.gov; 
speakerboehner@mail.house.gov; sf.nancy@mail.house.gov; letters@newsweek.com 
Subject: PUBLIC comment ON FEDERAL REGISTER 
 
DENY THIS APPLICATION. NEWMONT HAS A POLLUTION RECORD ALL OVER THIS 
WORLD OF POLLUTING HORRIBLY AND STIFFING AND SCAMMING THE PEOPLE 
WHO LIVE NI AN AREA. THE WILD HORSES NEED THIS LAND. THE WATER WILL 
BE POLLUTED WITH TOXIC CHEMICASL SO THAT THIS LAND WILL BE SCORCHED 
DESTROYED LAND. DENY THIS APPLICATION. AMERICA DOES NOT NEED TO LET 
IN THIS TOXIC POLLUTER. BLM IS A VICIOIUS, VENA; AGENCY WHERE 
EMPLOYEES TAKE BRIBES AND STILL WORK THERE. WE DO NOT WANT BLM IN 
CHARGE OF OIUR NATIONAL LAND,THIS GOVT AGENCY, BLM, IS A HORROR 
THAT NEEDS TO BE SHUT DOWN. ITS MANAGEMENT IS ATROCIOUS AND A 
LEGACY OF THE SCUM BUSH CHENEY. THIS COMMENT IS FOR THE PUBLIC 
RECORD. JEAN PUBLIC 

mailto:usacitizen1@live.com
mailto:foe@foe.org
mailto:info@emagazine.com
mailto:americanvoices@mail.house.gov
mailto:comments@whitehouse.gov
mailto:speakerboehner@mail.house.gov
mailto:sf.nancy@mail.house.gov
mailto:letters@newsweek.com
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2 Gilligan, Todd 
From: Todd Gilligan [mailto:Todd_Gilligan@cashmanequipment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2012 4:26 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Newmont Long Canyon Mine 
 
To whom it may concern: 
I am writing this letter to inform the BLM that I am in support of the development of the 
Newmont Long Canyon mining operation located in Elko County.  
Newmont has continued over the years to show both the community and regulatory agencies that 
they are an outstanding employer and steward to the community and environment as a whole. 
This expansion will allow for additional high paying jobs in a county that is providing 
opportunity for many Nevada families, plus it will bring badly needed property/ mineral/ use and 
sales taxes to the county, which will help ensure a steady income to meet the needs of its 
residents.  
We have seen also that Newmont is deeply concerned about the environment from their existing 
operations at other Nevada mine sites, so I am sure that this concern will translate once again 
into the proper actions necessary to minimize and avoid any environmental impacts regarding 
this project.  
Newmont is a great company and I am glad to hear that they are pursuing a development plan 
that will help Nevada continue to be a great place to live. Once again, I fully support the 
development of the Newmont Long Canyon mine and look forward to seeing this project move 
ahead in the near future.  
Todd Gilligan 
7098 Fire Opal Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89131 

mailto:Todd_Gilligan@cashmanequipment.com
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3 Elko County -  Sheriff -  Pitts, Jim 
 
From: James Pitts [mailto:jpitts@elkocountynv.net] 
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2012 8:09 AM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Long Canyon project 
 
Whitney Wirthlin 
 
sorry I missed your meeting on Tuesday but this was our annual National Night Out held the first 
Tuesday of August every year. I just wanted to say that we support this project in every way it 
will be good for the county and the city of Wells. as a resident of Elko for over 33 years and a 
law enforcement officer for 30 of those 33 years I have see what mining has done for this 
community and “mining works” for the county.    
 
Jim Pitts 
Sheriff 
 
775.777.2501 
jpitts@elkocountynv.net 
 
 
 
Our Mission is to proactively build and strengthen community partnerships and reduce the fear 
of crime through the delivery of high quality, efficient and consistent services to all county 
businesses, residents and visitors in a professional manner. 

mailto:jpitts@elkocountynv.net
mailto:jpitts@elkocountynv.net
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4 Elko County Commissioners - Williams, Jeff 

 

Elko County Hoard of Commissioners 
540 Coun Street, Suitd0t,.,~Jko1 l'!<;vada 89801 

775· 738~t\tl>hone • 775~1Jl~!~S35 Fax 

CMCUJAAil)HRD.$ 
Dttnn DaW 

August 10,2011 

United States Department otlnterior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Elko District Office 
Ann: Whitney Winhlin 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

Re: Long Canyon Project 

Ms. Wirthlin: 

1011 hUG I 7 AH 10< 2) 

Clt•C.Cuury 
Cluu11t L M ytl'll 

w.,..._ R--" 
R. Jrff Willanu: 

El KO COUNTY MANA,Gf..R 
Roha't K. Slclkts 

t~~IW~'E A~l:i:IAW: 
Midloelr A. Prlty 

UJCO DCSTIIICf OfnCI ... 
ADM ........... 

I LAWEIO 

n.t!C.AaOI.A P.O. 

WILLI fA IV 
SIJPPOln'Sav. .,.. 
o .......... 
CA.1'0All. 

PIJ1IlJC ........ 

\lor> 

The Elko County Board of Commissioners has reviewed the infonnation provided on the 
proposed open pit gold mining operation known as the Long Canyon Project. The BoMd 
supports this project and the social and economic benefits it will bring to Elko County. 

Thank you for the opportUnity to provide comments on this project. If you have any questions 
please contact Mr. Rob Stokes, Elko County Manager at (775)738-5398. 

Respectfully, 

R. JeffRJ~u::::: 
Elko County Board of Commissioners 
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5 Hartman, Pierre 
From: Pierre Hartman [mailto:voldeciel@bak.rr.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 30, 2012 11:16 AM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Cc: Jon Hays 
Subject: Long Canyon Project 
 
I've hiked and ridden in the area in past years, and it is a wonderful place, aside from the issue of 
precious ground water. 
1.  Mining, especially for gold, is just not as important as preserving ground water from 
contamination. 
2.  Mining is responsible for so much despoilation in the west; no more should be allowed. 
3.  The ground water must not be exposed to the inevitable and harmful effects of gold mining, 
spoiling the natural environment for the fauna and flora of the region---and that includes human 
beings, as well as their stock. 
--Pierre Hartman, 
Tehachapi, CA 93561  
 

mailto:voldeciel@bak.rr.com
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6 Creek, Michel W. 
 
From: Mike Creek [mailto:mwcreek@frontiernet.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2012 8:08 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Long Canyon Mine Comments 
 
August 29, 2012 
 
Long Canyon Mine EIS 
c/o Whitney Wirthlin 
Bureau of Land Management 
Elko District Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801  
 
Dear Ms. Writhing, 
 
As a resident of Elko County who participated in the Public Scoping Meeting of August 7th, 
2012, I ask to be included in future communications regarding this project.  I believe and ask the 
BLM that the positive economic benefits of this project to the residents of the surrounding 
communities, counties, states, and the rest of the country should be evaluated and published.  As 
you know, the project will provide additional jobs locally and for the region at a time when other 
areas of the country are struggling to create employment.  I also request that BLM efficiently 
move this project through the EIS process so the significant benefits of this project, including 
employment of 300 to 400 people are realized by 2015.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michel W. Creek 
1393 Royal Crest Dr. 
Elko, NV  89801 
 

mailto:mwcreek@frontiernet.net
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7 Silver Sage Senior Citizens Center - Riddle, Jane 
 
From: Wells Senior Center [mailto:wellsseniorcenter@frontier.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2012 4:07 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Attn Whitney Wirthlin 
 
This is a letter of support for Newmont. Please contact me should you want any other 
information. 
  
Sincerely, 
Janet Riddle, Director 
Silver Sage Senior Center 
P.O. Box 136 
Wells, Nevada 89835 
 775-752-3280 
 775-752-3280 
  

mailto:wellsseniorcenter@frontier.com
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        Silver Sage Senior Citizens Center 
        P.O. Box 136/213 First Street 
        Wells, Nevada 89835 
 
BLM Elko District Office 
3900 East  Idaho Street 
Elko, Nevada 89801 
 
This letter is being written in support of Newmont Mining Corporation of Elko. This company is 
 a valued member of the greater community of Elko County. They are generous in contributing 
 to various entities. They provide well-paying jobs to members of the community, provide their 
 employees with various healthcare benefits, and are just a wonderful company to have here.  
 
Most sincerely, 
 
Janet Riddle, Director 
Silver Sage Senior Citizens Center 
JR:gc 
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8 City of West Wendover, City of Wendover - Mayors 

 

August27, 2012 

Ms. Whimey Wirthlin 
BLM Elko District Office 
Wells Field Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

RE: Proposed Long Canyon Mine Plan of Operation 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin: 

West Wendover, Nevada and Wendover, Utah (Cities) have reviewed the applicant's proposed 
Plan of Operation (PoO) through a joint committee fonned (()evaluate the potcn6al impacts of 
the Long Canyon Project on water resources in the-Goshutc Valley. The Cities have a keen 
interest in proteeting these water resources because of the spring and six wells on which they rely 
for drinking ·water. The oldest source, Johnson Spring, provided respite to travelers on the great 
migration west1 supplied water tO the military airfield where crews traine4 forth¢ first use- of 
aLOmic weapons, and has most likely flowed continuously since geologic forces separated the 
heavily faulted bedrock of the Pequop Mountains from the valley floor. 

Johnson Spring is a rarity. It has been cacegorized by the Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection (NDEP) as a groundwater source, i.e. not under the influence of surface water. 
Notably, the spring exceeds aU of the drinking water standards of the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and the State ofNevada. With a total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration of 
only 200 mg/L. which falls into the World Health Organization's highest category for drinking 
·water quality, Johnson Spring is the Cities' superior source of drinking water and, in a state 
where much higher TOS concentrations arc common, it's a natural resource worthy of state and 
federal protection. 

Previously, NDEP and the Bureau of land Management (BLM) acknowledged the importance of 
Johruon Spring. In 2000, the City of West Wendover received a grant from NDEP to complete a 
drinking water source protection plan (DWSPP) for its drinking water sources. The purpose of a 
OWSPP is to establish protection zones in which special requirements are enforced to maintain 
the qual icy of a drinking water source. In a letter to the city, the BLM acknowledged the DIVSPP 
and committed itself to including it in the Resource Management Plan. The BLM has always 
upheld this commiunent and, most recently.the BLM placed stipulations on the applicant's 
predecessor, Fronte,er Gold, to protect Johnson Spring from mineral exploration activities in the 
Long Canyon Project area. 

Based on the best information at the time, all of the area contributing surface runoff to Johnson 
Spring was included in Protection Zone 2 (PZ2) of the DWSPP. Along with J'rotection Zone I, 
which is defined as a IOQ.foot radius around the spring, PZ2 represents a protection zone of the 

1 
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highest priority in which potential contamination sources must be either prevented, or managed 
properly to prevent contamination. In fact, rtcent data and analyses completed by the applicant 
and made available to the Cities show that the area comprising PZ2 should be much larger. 
Furthermore, the applicant's water level measurements, collected from monitoring and 
exploratory wells in the project area, confirm mat Johnson Spring is the primary groundwater 
discharge point for several square miles of the bedrock aquifer. This makes it extremely 
vulnerable to many of the types of surface and subsurface disturbancc-.s proposed in the PoO. 

The applicant shared the proposed PoO with the Cities' joint committee before it was released 
for public comment and assured the joint committee that water resources in the area would be 
protected through the use of Best Management Practices (BMP). Privately, the fact that much of 
the operation was clustered around the spring gave the committee-cause for concern. 
Subsequently, t.he applicant made minor adjustments to the PoO based on its discussions with the 
joint committee, but at no time did the joint committee accept or endorse the prOpOsed PoO. In 
fact, it appeared to some committee members that the applicant had not even considered the 
protection of Johnson Spring in its proposed PoO. This suspicion was confirmed at the last joint 
committee meeting when the applicant's representatives stated they wanted the Cities to abandon 
the spring, leading the Cities to conclude that not even the applicant believes this imponant 
source of drinking water can be protected under the proposed PoO. 

The applicant's desire LO develop alternative sources of drinking water in the event the water 
quality or flows of Johnson Spring are adversely affected by its operation has been discussed 
with the joint committee many times. The applicant has even proposed replacing the spring flow 
in order to '"'make the Cities whole." To accomplish this, the applicant has proposed drilling: a 
well in the Morris Basin. located on the east side ofGoshute Valley approximately ten miles 
south of the Cities' existing Shafter Well Field. The applicant believes a well in this location will 
provide a suitable replacement for Johnson Spring, but there is no guarantee that a sustainable 
source of high quality drinking water equivalent to the spring is attainable there. ln fact, 
precipitation data reponed by Golder and Associates in a hydrogeologic characterization n:pOrt 
prepared for the applicant in 2012 shows that the Toano Range on the cast side ofGoshute 
Valley, which is the-recharge area for groundwater in the Morris Basin. receives up to 10 inches 
less precipitation each year than the Pequop Range, which is the recharge area for the Johnson 
Spring system. Even if there were guarantees that the groundwater resources in the Morris Basin 
were sustainable, the Cities' significant invesnnent in the rehabilitation of the spring and 
replacement ofmilecS of transmission pipeline brings with it, through financing conditions with 
the U.S Department of Agriculture (USDA), an obligation to utilize the improvements until the 
USDA loans are paid. Thus, replacing the spring is not just a matter of replacing its quality and 
Jlow. 

The applicant proposes to implement BMPs to protect the environment in the affected area, yet 
BMI's aren't foolproof. Month I)' wa1er samples are collected from the spring each month. These 
samples are tested by a certified laboratory to verify that the water conforms to drinking water 
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standards. This year alone, surfactant$ (likely from drilling fluids used in exploration drilling), 
which are regulated under the secondary drinking water standards, have been detected four 
times. The highest concentration detected was 0.47 mg/L, which is just under the Maximum 
Contaminant Level of0.50 mgiL. Prior to exploration activity on the Long Canyon Project, 
surfactanrs were nonexistent in the spring water. Despite the applicant's best efforts, the ·water 
quality of the spring has already been adversely atTeeted merely by its early exploration 
activities. This serves to highlight the vulnerability of Johnson Spring to adverse impacts from 
the mineral eKiraction and processing activit ies proj)<)sed in tlie PoO. It is the opinion of the 
Cities that avoidance should be the preferred BMP incorporated into the proposed PoO to protect 
Johnson Spring. 

The attached exhibit (Sheet I) is a composite showing the proposed PoO project plan overlain by 
PZ2 of the DWSPP which shows the proposed open pit mine locat.<:d partially within PZ2. Other 
project facilities, such as administrative offices and maintenance facilities are proposed to be 
located entirely within PZ2. This places the spring at risk of contamination from ore extraction, 
human waste-, and a myriad of industrial products and materials associated with mining. The 
Cities specific recommendations for revising the PoO arc as follows: 

Open Pi! Mine: Applicant proposes to develop the pit to an elevation of 5700 feet above mean 
sea level (AMSL) which is only approximately 15 feet above the top of the water table in the 
bedrock aquifer supplying water to Johnson Spring. Maintain ing sufficient vertical separation 
between me static water level in the bedrock aquifer and the bottom of the pit is essential to 
protect the Spring. The applicant's mapping shows d1at the bedrodk in the project area of the 
Pequop Range is highly faulted and fractured (Figure 3-5, Golder and Associates, 2012). The 
results of an aquifer test conducted in 20 11 by f ronteer Development USA on a well located one 
mile north of Johnson Spting completed in the carbonate aquifer not only showed that 
groundwater flow is highly fracture controlled, but that there is sigmificant interconnection of the 
fracture system above Johnson Spring with locally very high transmissivities along the fractures 
in these carbonate units sun'()unding Johnson Spring. 

The Cities recommend a minimum vertical separation of200 feel. This would place the bottom 
of the pit at elevation 5900 MSL and provide a butTer between the highly disruptive mining 
activities proposed in the PoO and the bedrock aquifer. 

Project Facilities within and ncar PZ2: The Cities understand the o:re body is a natura] feature 
that dictates the location of the proposed open pit mine. However, there is no reason for the 
applicant lO locale other project facilities within PZ2. In fact, based on the applicant's owll 
hydrogeologic data, groundwater flow in the bedrock aquifer converges from the north, south 
and west to Johnson Spring which is a major point of groundwater discharge from the bedrock 
aquifer for this portion of the Pequop Range (Figure 4-11 , Golder and Associates, 2012). Thus, 
even the cyanide heap leach facility, stockpile areas, and landfills should be located east of the 
bedrock aquifer in the alluvial fill, not within the capture zone of the spring. The Cities 
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recommend a minimum horizontal separation from the spring of 2 miles for any project facilities, 
other than lhc open pit mine, which are located abo.,•e the bedrock aquifer. 

Project Groundwater Diversions: The applicant's PoO plans for the water supply for the mine 
and milling operations to be provided from a Wllter well completed in the alluvial aquifer. The 
applicant proposes a water supply well to be located approximately one mi(c. south·southeast of 
Johnson Spring, and anticipates that the mine will require an operation pumping rate of2,000 
gpm from this well with periods of d'emand requiring up to 2,500 gpm to supply the needs of the 
mining operation. The Cities are extremely concerned with the-impact pumping rthe volume of 
water required from a well at lhis location will have on Johnson Spring. This concern is validated 
by the results of a report prepared by Golder Associates (20 12) for the applicant in which the 
effect of pumping at the proposed well site was simulated. 

Golder and Associates modeled the effect pumping a water supply well at a rate of 2,000 gpm at 
two proposed locations south of the mine would have locally on the carbonate and alluvial 
aquifers, and more distally in the alluvial aquife.r at the Shafter Well Field. The well locations 
are approximately I .0 and 2.6 miles south of Johnson Spring. Two different simulations or 
1nodels were run fOr each proposed well location. Of primary interest to the Cities is the impact 
pumping during mining would have tOn Johnson Spring. Results of the simulated pumping 
showed I .7 to 5.5 feet of drawdov.'Jl .or lowering of the water table within the Johnson Spring 
carbonate aquifer system above Joh1uon Spring depending on the me.thod used. 

At first glance this may not seem significant. However, the now of Johnson Spring is vcrv 
sensitive to changes in tl1e elevation of the water table in the carbonate aquifer above tl1e spring. 
Durin,g the above referenced bedrock aquifer test conduc.ted by Fronteer in 201 1,. the water table 
in the carbonate aquifer above John$0n Spring was lowered 0.5 fec.t after 41 hours of pumping. 
This lowering of the water table directly corresponded to a reduction in the flow of Johnson 
Spring from 961 gpm to 672 gpm (289 gpm) in that same 41 hour period. 

Assuming a linear relationship, lowering of the water table just over 1.5 fee.t during the aquifer 
test would have caused Johnson Spring to entirely stop flowing. Lowering the water table 
another 0.39 fee.t from that observed during the test would have effectively reduced the flow of 
Johnson Spring to approximately 450 gpm or 1.0 efs or to the point that further dlrop in water 
table would have begun reducing flows of the Spring to an amount below that which the Cities 
rely on and have legal right to use under their water right. 

Therefore, eve-n the most conservative estimate of 1.7 feet of drawdown simulated by Golder 
Associates in the Johnson Spring carbonate aquifer would severely impact the flows of Johnson 
Spring and im)Xl.ct the Cities' important wate.- supply source. 

To alleviat.e this concern, the Cities recommend the water supply well for the mine be located at 
least 4 miles south of Johnson Spring and the mine. 
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The Cities :ion't dispute the applicant's right to utilize the minent.l resource within cenain 
parameters. providt:d the Cities receive equal eonsidcration and priority for their critical water 
resouree. It is likely that Johnson Spring •nd the Long Canyon Mine can co-exist if the proposed 
PoO is mod.ified in the manner recommended in this letter. 

Noted scientist and naturalist Aldo Leopold wrote: 

"Hilrmony with land is/Ike hCirmony with a friend; you connol cherish his right 
hand ond chop off his left. " 

To the Cities, c:ompumising a life-giving. sustainable water resource. which has a history 
spanning at least two centuries. for the sake of extracting and proccssina an unsustainable. land 
altering miecral resource is unacceptable and unnecessary. 

The Cities appre-ciate thjs opportunity to comment on the proposed PoO and invite the BLM to 
allow us to answer any further questions it may have concerning the data and analyses on which 
our comments and recommendations are based. 

On behalf cf the City of West Wendover, 
Nevada 

~~---------------

s 

On behalf of the City of Wendover, Utah 

(Name) 

(Title) 
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The Cities don't dispute the applicant's right to utilize the mineral resource within certain 
parameters, provided the Cities reo:ive equal consideration and priority for their critical water 
resource It is likely that Johnson Spring and the Long Canyon Mine can c~xist if the proposed 
PoO is modified in the manner recommended in this letter. 

Noted S<-ientist and naturalist Aldo Leopold wrote: 

"Hamwny with land is like harmony with a friend; you cmmot cherish his right 

lvmd and chop off his left. " 

To the Cities, compromising a life-giving, sustainable water resource, which has a history 
spanning at least two centuries, for the sake of extracting and processing an unsustainable, land 
altering mineral resource is unacceptable and unnecessary. 

The Cities appreciate this opportunity to oommeot on the proposed PoO and invite the BLM to 
allow us to answer any further questions it may have concerning the data and analyses on which 
our comments aod recommendations are based. 

On behalf of the City of West Wendover, 
Nevada 

(Name) 

(Title) 

On beblllf of the City of Wendover, Utah 

(Name) 
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9 City of Wells - Huff, Kenny 

 

(~ _ 
..._ N e:2AJ3'A - 1011 AUG 30 

AU lUst 24, 2012 

Bureau of Land Management 

3900 E. Idaho St. 

Elko, NV 89801 

RE: Long Canyon Project for Newmont Gold 

Dear Ms. Wlrthlin: 

'' \G(t1£/IT 
' '( 

Afj 7: IIJ 

The City of Wells has been invotved with Newmont Gold and the projected imPKl$ on their Lone 
Canyon Mining ProJect. The Soard of Coo neil strongly supporu the project and hopes as development 

progr~sses, the City of Wells will prosper. Newmont Gold has been very pro&re:sslve and dMalled with 

respect to the mtural resources of~ area al'\d has demonstrated their commitment to be a 
responsible neighbor and long term partner in Wells. We are excited to think our community m11y offer 

development opportunities to them and their ~sociates not to mention the employHS that will 

participate In the operation. So far, the exploration actlvfty has been nothfna but positive and we look 

forward to the construction and long term minln1-

We ask the BLM to continue working with th~ Lona canyon r~presentaclves and expedite the 
environmental process as much as possible. 

Slnceretv, 

.%' 'L I 

, ~ ""'"\ '--t cc 
kennyHul 

Mavor of Wells, Nevada 

TEL 775.752.3355 FAX 775.752.3419 wellscityhall<i!hontier.com 
--- ----

MPU'lG P.O. BOX 366 • WEllS, NEVADA 89835 PHYSICAL 525 6TH Sl!IEET • WELLS. NEVADA RQR~• 
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10 Northeastern Nevada Regional Development Authority - Borda, Pam and 
Zornes, David 

 

August27, 2012 

Northeastern Nevada Regional Development Authority 
723 Railroad St. • Elko, NV 89801 • ns-738-2100 

\Wiw .eceda.com 

Bureau of Land Management 
3900 E. Idaho St. 
Elko, NV 89801 
ATTN: WMneyWirthlin 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin , 

The Northeastern Nevada Regional Development Authority (NNRDA) formerly known 
as Elko County Economic Diversification Authority (ECEDA) is submitting this letter of 
support for Newmont's Long Canyon Mine Project. 

NNRDA is responsible for economic development in Elko County and each of the four 
cities within the county; Carlin, Elko, Wells, and West Wendover. The Long Canyon 
Mine Project will benefit the entire region. 

We applaud the BLM and Newmont with the approach taken to work oollaboratively with 
regulatory agencies, communHies, and other key stakeholders including the NNRDA 
incorporating input from these stakeholders in the ea~y stages of the design, 
engineering, and permitting. The fact that Newmont redesigned their inrtial plans to 
incorporate a deer migration corridor, and to move the processing facilrties around at 
the request of the Wendover communities and to rlH!ngineer their tailing storage facility 
to provide safety a nd security for sage grouse, demonstrates their commitment to 
responsible care for the environment during mine life and also when mining is complete. 
We urge BLM to continue this collaborative engagement and expedrte the NEPA 
process. 

As described in the Plan of Operations and in discussions during a social impact 
analysis process, the Long Canyon Project will add much-needed stimulation to the 
local economy by increasing the tax base of Elko County. Addrtional positive impacts to 
the local region will occur from providing employment at a time when much of the State 
and nation are suffering from loss of jobs. The construction phase of the project w ill 
generate employment for up to 400 construction woll<ers for 18 to 24 months and the 
long-term effects w ill include 300 to 500 additional full-time jobs. 
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The long canyon project is also a great add~ion for our mining support companies as 
well. Hundreds of companies have invested in the region and additional mining will 
provide sustainability and growth for these companies. 

The positive economic impact of this project on Wells and West Wendover in particular 
will bring much needed growth to those areas as well as to Elko and to the County. For 
West Wendover, the project allows diversification from their primary industry of gaming 
and will spur growth in many other areas of need. For Wells. the project also spurs 
growth in other areas of need such as retail, health care, etc. and diversifoes their 
economic base as well. 

we do not believe there should be any requirements for the viewshed. Though we 
believe generally the project is consistent with responsible mining activities in the region 
we do understand that there are potential water resource impacts related to the West 
Wendover Johnson Springs Water System and that mitigation measures with West 
Wendover are needed. With regard to issues for archaeological resources we have no 
expertise or opinion in this area. 

We are confident that Newmont will worl< with West Wendover to a mutually satisfactory 
result for West Wendover's water supply. We are not aware of other potential impacts 
to the area and believe the project should be approved as quickly as possible. 

This letter of support was approved by NNRDA's Board of Directors and Executive 
Committee at tlleir August 22, 2012 meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Borda 
Executive Director 

David Zor s 
Chairman 
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11 Ormaza Construction, Inc. - Ormaza, Pedro 

 

August 22, 2012 

Bureau of Land Management 
3900 E. Idaho St. 
Elko, NV 89801 
ATIN: WMneyWirthlin 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin, 
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CONSTRUC TI ON 
........... ~._., .......... -

Ormaza Constnuction, Inc. of Elko Nevada is submitting this letter of support for 
Newmont's Long Canyon Mine Project. The Long Canyon Mine Project will benefrt the 
entire region. 

We applaud the BLM and Newmont with the approach taken to work collaboratively with 
regulatory agencies, communities, and other key stakeholders incorporating input from 
these stakeholders in the early stages of the design, engineering, and penmitting. The 
fact that Newmoot redesigned their initial plans to incorporate a deer migration corridor, 
and to move the processing facilities around at the request of the Wendover 
communities and to re-engineer their tailing storage facility to provide safety and 
security for sage grouse, demonstrates their commitment to respoo.sible care for the 
environment during mine life and also when mining is complete. We urge BLM to 
continue this collaborative engagement and exped~e the NEPA process. 

As described in the Plan of Operations and in discussions during a social impact 
analysis process, the long Canyon Project will add much-needed stimulation to the 
local economy by increasing the tax base of Elko County. Additional positive impacts to 
the local region will occur from providing employment at a time when much of the State 
and nation are suffering from loss of jobs. The construction phase of the project will 
generate employment for up to 400 constnuction workers for 18 to 24 months and the 
long-tenn effects will include 300 to 500 additional full-time jobs. 
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The long canyon project is also a great addition for our mining support companies as 

well. Hundreds of companies have- invested in the region and additional m ining will 
provide sustainability and growth fo r these companies. 

We do not believe there should be any requirements for the viewshed. Though we 
believe generally the project is consistent with re-sponsible mining activities in the region 
we do understand that there are potential water resource impacts related to the West 

Wendover Johnson Springs Water System and that mitigation measures with West 
Wendover are needed. W tth re-gard to issues for archae-ological resources we have no 
expertise or opinion in this area. 

We are confident that Newmont will work with West Wendover to a muttually satisfactory 
resuH for West Wendover's water S!Upply. We are not aware of other potential impacts 
to the area and believe the project should be approved as quickly as possible. 

Pedro G Ormaza 
PresidenVOwner 
Ormaza Construction, Inc. 
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12 Sloan, Rita 
From: Robert/Rita Sloan [mailto:rwrksloan@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 01, 2012 6:17 AM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Comments for the Long Canyon Mine Project 
 
Whitney Wirthlin 
Bureau of Land Management 
Wells Field Office Geologist 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 
Re: Scoping Comments for the Long Canyon Mine Project 
 
Dear Ms. Wirthlin, 
I am writing you to express my concerns about opening a new mining region in the North 
Pequops Range. This is a region of marvelous basin and rage landscape that offers excellent 
opportunities for recreation and supports healthy wildlife. It is my understanding that a large 
portion of the North Pequops is considered to have wilderness character. This does not surprise 
me. I hope that the wilderness character of this land is not destroyed by the Long Canyon Mine. 
There are five aspects that I think the BLM needs to address in the environmental impact 
statement: water, air, wildlife, land and cultural and the cumulative affects on these aspects. 
Mainly, what plan is there to protect the region’s flora and fauna, migration patters of wildlife, 
and spring water? There may be sensitive species in the region that need special protect as well. 
How will gaseous emissions from all mines facilities and vehicles affect the environment? The 
project needs to have a restoration plan for all aspects of the mine including an alternative for 
backfilling of the open pit. I would like to see the BLM examine how this project will affect 
recreation use in the area including solitude in the environment and hunting. 
I would also be surprised if there were no cultural aspects that require protection. Does the 
project/BLM have any mitigation plans for the effects of mining on the historical and 
archeological artifacts of the region? Has the project and BLM consulted the Western Shoshone 
people? I understand also that the treaty of Ruby Valley is still in force and so if project is within 
land outlined in the Treat of Ruby Valley, mineral rights were reserved and therefore continue to 
belong to the Western Shoshone Nation. Please address this issue. 
The EIS should also examine how the various impacts of this new mine will add to the collective 
impacts of other ecosystem disturbing the projects in the region. Overall, I would not like to see 
this mine cause the loss of another Great Basin treasure like the North Pequops 
Sincerely, 
Rita Sloan 
 

mailto:rwrksloan@hotmail.com
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13 Davis,  Colin,  and Weaver-Davis, Teresa 
         15060 Perlite Drive 
         Reno, NV  89521 
         September 1, 2012 
 
Whitney Wirthlin 
Bureau of Land Management 
Wells Field Office Geologist  
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 
 
Re: Scoping Comments for the Long Canyon Mine Project 
Dear Ms. Wirthlin, 
We are writing you to express our concerns about opening a new mining region in the North 
Pequops Range.  This is a region of marvelous basin and rage landscape that offers excellent 
opportunities for recreation and supports healthy wildlife.  We know this large portion of the 
North Pequops has wilderness character since one of us is an Elko Countian growing up in Carlin 
and enjoying outdoor activities throughout the County.  The other has adopted Nevada, 
especially the northeastern counties with their pristine sonoran/alpine ecosystems.  The precious 
remaining wilderness character of this land must not destroyed by the Long Canyon Mine.  We 
have to ask why an open pit is even under consideration when the shaft approach has better 
efficacy for protect flora, fauna, watershed, air quality and the bottom line for restoration.  We 
fought to prevent Sierra Pacific Power (now Nevada Energy) as well as out of state power 
company(s) attempts to build coal plants at Thousand Springs.  This victory should indicate the 
importance and maintaining the sensitive environment.    
There are five aspects that we think the BLM must to address in the environmental impact 
statement: water, air, wildlife, land and cultural and the cumulative effects on these aspects.  
Mainly, what plan is there to protect the region’s flora and fauna, migration patterns of wildlife, 
and spring water?  There are sensitive species in the region that need special protect as well. 
How will gaseous emissions from all mines facilities and vehicles affect the environment?  The 
project needs to have a restoration plan for all aspects of the mine including an alternative for 
backfilling of the open pit.  Again wouldn’t the shaft approach ensure restoration?  We would 
like to see the BLM examine how this project will affect recreation use in the area including 
solitude in the environment and hunting. 
We would also be surprised if there were no cultural aspects that require protection. Does the 
project/BLM have any mitigation plans for the effects of mining on the historical and 
archeological artifacts of the region?  Has the project and BLM consulted the Western Shoshone 
people?  I understand also that the treaty of Ruby Valley is still in force and so if project is 
within land outlined in the Treat of Ruby Valley, mineral rights were reserved and therefore 
continue to belong to the Western Shoshone Nation. Please address this issue. 
We would also like the historical value of the surrounding area respected and protected.  This is 
near the original Continental Railroad project and numerous historic sites along the various 
wagon train routes.  We should not allow destruction of these areas.  History cannot be restore 
once destroyed. 
What are the milling plans for the ore?  Please address the long term effects of transporting to 
existing milling operations or the impact of the construction of yet another mercury emitting and 
coal fired milling operation.  The gray haze at ground level each day downwind from Valmy and 
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Newmont’s two additional coal power plants on the Horseshoe and TS Lazy Ranches is 
inexcusable! 
The EIS should also examine how the various impacts of this new mine will add to the collective 
impacts of other ecosystem disturbing the projects in the region. Overall, we would not like to 
see this mine cause the loss of another Great Basin treasure like the North Pequops 
 
Sincerely, 
Colin K. Davis 
 
Teresa Weaver-Davis 
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14 Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada - Fulkerson, Bob 
 
From: Bob Fulkerson [mailto:bfulkerson@planevada.org] 
Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 6:39 AM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: PLAN comments on Long Canyon DEIS 
 
Dear Whitney Wirthlin: 
Please find attached comments of the Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada on the Long 
Canyon DEIS. 
Could you also please email me a response indicating you received this? 
Thank you for your consideration, and best wishes. 
Bob Fulkerson 
  

mailto:bfulkerson@planevada.org
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September 3, 2012 
Attn: Whitney Wirthlin 
Bureau of Land Management, Elko District Office 
Wells Field Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 
 
Dear Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
On behalf of the Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada (PLAN), I  would like to submit the 
following comments and concerns for the proposed Long Canyon Mine pursuant to the Notice of 
Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Newmont Mining Corporation’s 
proposed Long Canyon open-pit gold mine (News Release No. ELDO2012-056).  
We have carefully reviewed the Long Canyon Mine Plan of Operations and believe the project 
with have significant impacts on the land, water and wildlife of the area. In general, we believe 
the plan is incomplete with regard to a number of monitoring and reclamation activities that will 
actually be completed related to the mine.   
We understand that the specific details on these activities may not be available at this time but 
encourage the BLM to ensure that adequate monitoring and reclamation processes are 
implemented, along with enforcement provisions, prior to the project moving forward.  We 
encourage the BLM to hold the Newmont project to the highest standards of environmental 
monitoring and remediation due to the sensitive nature of the natural ecosystem, and the vast 
potential for permanent damage in the area in which the project takes place.   
The following is a summary of our major categories and issues of concern, as well as our desired 
mitigation measures where appropriate:  
Minimize the Substantial Amount of Grading, Digging and Erosion that Will Forever 
Change the Natural Topography and Beauty of the Ecosystem:  Some 75% of the mine pit 
area is on public land which is essentially the property of all Nevada residents (Plan Page IV).  
The plan calls for a huge amount of grading and digging, the removal of 125,000 to 175,000 tons 
of rock per day during operations and some 60 million tons of rock per year, (Plan Page V, 12), 
which will dramatically alter the natural topography and beauty of the ecosystem.  The project 
will use an estimated 4,000 acre feet of water annually during start up and 2,300 per year during 
operations which has the potential to cause substantial erosion and damage to the natural 
environment (Plan Page 31).  However, the section on “Erosion and Sediment Control 
Measures” on pages 43-44 is only four sentences long and provides few specifics on the effective 
control of erosion at the site.     
Furthermore, the Plan of Operations is vague on the specific reclamation measures and 
accompanying enforcement processes. To illustrate, page viii of the plan states that “final project 
closure and actual reclamation work will require up to three years, followed by several years of 
reclamation management and monitoring” but few specifics are given regarding this and about 
enforcement measures that ensure that this is undertaken.   
Monitoring Processes Need to Be Implemented to Regulate Additional Drill Sites and 
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Remediation of Past Drill Sites:  The project specifies certain drill sites but then states on page 
7 that “new drill sites will be established with other selected drill sites being reclaimed 
concurrently as drill targets are evaluated.”  The plan appears to give Newmont carte blanc to 
establish new drill sites that could greatly exceed the drilling and grading called for in the plan of 
operations.  We ask that the BLM set up a process for approving and monitoring these drill sites, 
as well as the effective remediation of past drill sites to ensure that the company is not given free 
rein to drill as much as it wants without regard for the natural environment.          
 Reduce the Amount of Tree and Vegetation Removal at the Site Which Will Never Be 
Restored to Its Current Condition:  The project states that its goal is to “minimize project-
related impacts to vegetation and riparian zones” (page 43) and “reclamation and revegetation 
will be implemented as soon as practical for long term stability and erosion control.”  We ask 
that the BLM monitor this to ensure that this is in fact undertaken to a satisfactory level.    
Implement Safeguards and Mitigation Measures to Prevent the Pollution of the Natural 
Environment:  The project calls for the use of a large number of hazardous chemicals, such as 
cyanide, sulfuric acid antifreeze, and solvents, but is vague and lacks specifics on what 
mitigation measures and enforcement processes will be used to ensure that these chemicals do 
not damage the environment and remediation activities that will take place in the event of a spill 
or leakage.  The plan references two appendixes (Appendix C, Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan and Appendix B, Emergency Response Plan) (Plan page 38) but these 
appendixes were not available online and no mention is made of monitoring and enforcement by 
the BLM to ensure that these plans are in fact followed and what enforcement mechanisms are in 
place in the event that they are not adhered to.  We encourage BLM to implement and undertake 
effective safeguards to ensure that these pollution prevention plans are adhered to.          
Minimize the Disruption of the Natural Habit of Wildlife Species and Implement 
Monitoring Processes and Mitigation Measures to Achieve this Goal:  The project plan states 
provides very few specifics on “wildlife mitigation” measures in only a few short paragraphs on 
page 59.  What will be done if significant disruption is caused to wildlife habitats during the 
project?  The plan notes that the “Big Springs ranch property will provide opportunities for 
wildlife habitat enhancement” but this is a postage stamp-size plot compared to the impact area.  
What are the other wild life enhancement opportunities mentioned in the plan that are not 
elaborated on at all?  Will these mitigation measures be sufficient and who will monitor them to 
ensure that they are undertaken?   
The plan also states that Newmont will internally monitor the project area on a weekly basis for 
the mortality of wildlife, but what will be done if mortality cases are encountered?  Who will 
determine what is an acceptable level of mortality and what adjustments should be made to 
prevent additional deaths of wildlife in the area?       
Implement Restoration and Mitigation Measures to Restore the Site to Its Natural State:  
The Plan calls for Newmont to submit a “Reclamation Plan and Final Permanent Closure Plan” 
at some distant date that will outline reclamation activities (page 50).  Given the substantial 
impact to the natural environment that this project has, we encourage the BLM to require 
Newmont to provide more specifics on what this plan will contain to ensure that enough is done 
to return the area to its natural state to the greatest extent possible.  Page 67 says that Newmont 
will monitor the reclamation success but we are interested to know what will be done by the 
BLM to provide an independent check on Newmont’s evaluation of “reclamation success”?  
What will happen if Newmont fails to sufficiently remediate the area and implement its closure 
plan?       
Thanks for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Plan of Operations and we hope that you 
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take this list of concerns under serious advisement prior to the project moving forward.  Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if you have any additional questions about these concerns. 
 
Sincerely,      
Bob Fulkerson, State Director 
Progressive Leadership Alliance of Nevada 
821 Riverside Drive 
Reno, Nevada 89503 
(775) 348-7557 
bfulkerson@planevada.org 
 

mailto:bfulkerson@planevada.org
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15 Sill, Marjorie 
From: msill@juno.com [mailto:msill@juno.com] 
Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 12:32 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Scoping comments 
 
I understand that Newmont is proposing a large gold open-pit mine in the North Pequops.  This 
is an area considered to have excellent wilderness characteristics and that has had almost no 
mining activity in the past. 
Concerns that I have include the excessive amount of water such a mine would use that is now 
important to wildlife in the area and the ancient archeological sites that could be disturbed by this 
activity.  I therefore request that  a complete and extensive Environmental Impact Statement with 
a range of alternatives be prepared on such a proposal that will address cultural values, wildlife 
values, and water use before any action is taken.  Please send me the scoping comments and the 
Draft EIS when it is prepared.  Thank you. 
  
Marjorie Sill 
720 Brookfield Drive 
Reno, NV  89503 
775-322-2867 
 

mailto:msill@juno.com
mailto:msill@juno.com


 

 
SCOPING REPORT – LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX D 
BLM ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE D-29 

16 Wendover Airfield, Tooele County - Peterson, James 
From: JPetersen@co.tooele.ut.us [mailto:JPetersen@co.tooele.ut.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 8:51 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Cc: RBrown@co.tooele.ut.us 
Subject: Public Comment on the Long Canyon Project 
 
Ladies/Gentlemen, 
  
I have attached a letter regarding the Long Canyon Project. 
I would appreciate you including it in your evaluation. 
  
 
James S. Petersen 
Tooele County Airport Director 
Wendover Airfield 
Airfield:  435-665-2308 
Mobile:  801-541-8723 
 
 
  

mailto:JPetersen@co.tooele.ut.us
mailto:JPetersen@co.tooele.ut.us
mailto:RBrown@co.tooele.ut.us
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 WENDOVER AIRFIELD 
INTEROFFICE MEMO 

 
 
 

To:  Bureau of Land Management 
Date:  September 3, 2012 
From:  James S. Petersen, Aviation Director, Wendover Airport 
Subject: Long Canyon Project 
 
I have reviewed material regarding the mining project proposed by Newmont Mining 
Corporation with regard to the water situation in Wendover. 

For Wendover Airfield, water has historically been a challenge.  The Army Air Forces upgraded 
the water pipeline put in by Western Pacific during the first part of World War II, but water on 
the base was generally inadequate for the large number of airmen training there.  Our objective 
today is to attract business to the area that will help support the seriously depressed economy of 
Wendover, Utah.  Of course, one of the questions always asked when we market the airport for 
development (which is 2,200 acres) is: “what is the availability of water”. 

Water is literally the lifeblood of the Wendover economy, without an ample supply, even the 
current businesses would have their growth potential stopped.  Future development will 
absolutely depend on a reliable and ample water source.  Wendover Utah, right now, cannot 
depend on the pipeline and system that was originally built for the Army Air Force.  We must 
buy water through the West Wendover water system, and so are very dependent on the Johnson 
Springs system. 

Reviewing the data that was generated when Fronteer was completing their original 
development, it is evident that pumping in the area proposed seriously lowered the water supply 
to the Wendover area water.  I have reviewed the letter and data from Wendover and West 
Wendover and find it to be logical and certainly not overly cautious. 

I believe that the only reasonable approach is for Newmont Mining to drill new wells in an area 
where they believe that water would be available.  This new source should then be proven with 
regard to flow and water quality.  The next step would be to extract water from the Johnson 
springs area and test the flow rate and water level of the new Newmont drilled wells.  Only after 
a proven water source of equal or better flow and quality has been established should the mining 
efforts be allowed to proceed.  Cost, of course, is also a factor.  A replacement source at a higher 
cost should be considered in the financial agreement. 

Water will literally be the key element of life or death for the Wendover area.  If something 
failed and some percentage (up to 30%) of the water was not available, the results would be 
disastrous.   I do not believe that the project should proceed on good faith or promises as those 
will be worthless if a replacement water source has not been proven. 
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17 Wells Chamber of Commerce - Holford, Matt 
 
From: Chamber [mailto:wellschamber@wellsnevada.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 8:07 AM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Long Canyon Newmont 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Please accept our letter of support for the long canyon project in Elko County. 
 
Matt Holford 
 
 
Matt Holford 
President 
Wells Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 615 
Wells, NV 89835 
775-752-3540 Office 
775-934-1481 
  

mailto:wellschamber@wellsnevada.com
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 Chamber of Commerce 
 
 

 
August 4th, 2012 
 
To: BLM Elko 
 
Subject: Long Canyon Mine Project, Elko County Nevada 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
The Wells Chamber of Commerce would like to voice our support for the long Canyon EIS.  The 
Wells Chamber of Commerce is looking forward to working with the Long Canyon Project as it 
goes forward.   
 
 
Matt Holford, President 
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18 Great Basin Resource Watch - Hadder, John 
 
From: John Hadder [mailto:john@gbrw.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 12:03 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine; Wirthlin, Whitney J 
Subject: GBRW scoping comments on Long Canyon Project 
 
Hello Whitney, 
 
Attached are our comments.  Do you need a hard copy as well?  I look forward to meeting with 
you later this month. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
John Hadder Great Basin Resource Watch 
 
85 Keystone, Ste. I 
Reno, NV 89503 
775-348-1986 
775-722-4056 (c) 
775-345-3575 (f) 
john@gbrw.org 
www.gbrw.org 
 
 
  

mailto:john@gbrw.org
mailto:john@greatbasinminewatch.org
http://www.gbrw.org/


 

 
SCOPING REPORT – LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX D 
BLM ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE D-34 

 

B ASIN 

RasouRct 
W ATCH 

IIYorkil!g tJJilh ComtJJtmilits Jo Proltrl Tbtir T-Lmd Air tmd &r?ctltr 

Whitney Wirtblin 
Bure.au o f Land lb.nagement 
Welk f'!ield O ffice Gtoologin 
J900 E. Idaho Suea-t 
Blko, NV 89801 

85 Ke!Stune Ave .• Suite L Rell•). NV 89503 
775-348-1986. www.glnv.WI):t 

Re: Scopiug ConlJllents for the Long Cmyon MWe Pco)ect 

G reat BJ.s.in Re-:otuee Watch (GBRW) lus bfen in oonunwlicJ.tion with Newmont l '!ining Corp. 
on thi$ project m d we apress our appreciu ion for their 1dvaneed disdo-s,ures of infomutio11. 

!he Pequop; unge h.u yet to e,;perienee l..arg:-scJle open pit mining and oveoll GBRW i$ 
concerned 1bout opeuing a n£-W mining regiou ill the Great Bas.in where there is the potential for 
wilderness. 

Water Iu uet: 
1. l finjn2 water requirements. It is our underm ndiug du.t the project J.$ propos.ed will not be 
d~teLing to a clv.lte the open pit. Howevu, there will be oonW:teo.b;e water utnction fa 
minillg purposes nngi.ug from about 1,4-00 tc 2,.500 gillons pet minute (GPU). 'There needs to be 
.t.n ass.es-:ment of water use oomp.ued to aVAihb~e resources .md e:tistillg water needs (both htmau 
.t.nd non4 hunun; including vegmtiw), .and potentia! impJ.cts to Big Spring md John-son Spring; 
System - .alocl] rutunl resout('e. 

2. Hydro!OfY. A complete duncter:Wtion o: the swface wuus md spring; m d m undenundiug 
of groundwater movement is needed. To acbeve this end, .u leaH one year of monthly s.amp~es 
followed by qw.rterly samples, as J. baseline. There should have been reootded watet level d.aa. in 
et>ety esplontion bore-hole collected An ad?CJIUte nwnbet o f those boreho~es should beoom.e 
monitoring welli and there iliould be a mi.llimwn 2 yeJ.C$ of hydrokl~ ba~eline oo!lected. 

Comp~te ass.ty ~sis also needed to i.nclu.de Safe Drinking Water m d Nevada Dept. of 
Entlironmenta! Prou-ction stand.uch. 

Changes in water ctvnJ,nUcs need to be esami!)ect as to how local tlon m d fauna will be affected; 
potentia! loss o f springs ot clunges in the wa:er tab~. for examp~e. Analysis must .address 'Wilethet 
the sptings .ue on wi!dlife migratory routes, mel, if so, how m.igtations will be affi.cted. 

3. Gfochfpl.jcal analy:;A Tbe geochemistry of waste rock, heap leach ore, .t.nd tailings muS-t be 
thoroughly a.w!yzed for potential ac~d production, including CtySta.Dographic ana..1lysis to d~ermine 

Gmu B4Jilt ReSIJilftt 1f'4tth is 0' Ulx.-exnn.pl (5#/(t)J) orgo.nizdlit>lf 
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the enent o f fncnu:ing expected rupon blasting. Ill this regard the tun o.nge of m.tic and kinetic 
t ests need to be prefoaned: d~ennine the NAPP .md NAG VJ!ues, fOr ex.amp~e. There must be a 
contingency plan acooWlling for nu.rl!edly varying acid generation capacity .u the milling proceeds 
tlut is not apected from pre.l.im.inuy u-sting. 

4. Rgrhmu jgg There must be a recl.unJ.tion plan th.u includes how the mine will de.al with the 
oocuaence of ~.U.s in the wa-ste w.aw conui.nm.enr system; mill o.ilings pond, heap/leach, md 
WlStf- cock. 

5. Analyc.is of the porentiJl lo-ss o f ripuiln .uu-s is also necem.ry. 

Air lttuet 
1. ),[frenzy fllliis,joru. The ore a:nd waste roct neec:h to be .malyzed for mercury content. Tbere 
needs to be a mercury c.apmre plan with JJlticipated mercury emiss.ions. Analys.is of environmen.t.al 
impam from apected metetu}' e.missjou; is .tho needed. 

In addition to considering mercuq emission-s from theanJ! processes the d.nft EIS should discu;s 
impam from tugmve emiss.ion off of heap lead1, r.ti!ings, md waste rock f.lcilities. Wort publicly 
presented in November 2009, me-..asnred these mercury emiss.ion; detennining tlut they ue not 
insignificant. Two lllilles were used in the study, Twin Creeks {N£'Wnl0nt) and Cortez-Pipeline 
(BJ.trick). where it was estinuted W t the fugiti\te emissions l COOWlti-d for 19% (12 to 21%) and 
17% (15 to J l %) of tot.al lt Twin Creeks md Cortez-Pipeline respectiwly. 11m;, .accotclillg to this 
.m.alys.is the increase in emissions due to fugiti\te em.issions was c.aleulated J.t 2.}% (U to 27%) md 
20% (17 to 46%) for the mines respectively. 

GBRW does not accept any .ugw:uent tlut these fugiti\te mercury emiss.ions cJ.Dnot be estinured 
.md therefore u e WlkllowJ.b;e-. The toxicity of mercury alone dem.l.llds th.u every J.ttentpt be 
made to detwni.ue the en ent of all possible sources md pJ.thways into the entlironment. In b et 
the ftin.al Supplementary BlS for ate Cortez Hills Espms.ion Project rud proride an estinute of 
tugmve mercury emiss.ions.1 

2. Hazardous Air pmjo;.:toJU Awlys.is md nUtigJ.tion o f other gJ.-s.eous emiss.ion-s (such as sttlfut 
oxides, ninogen o~ctes. etc.) from an mine facilities and vehicles is ne.eded . 

.>. G rtf nllOU¢f G u t 'i- In light of pending regulations on c.u:bon dioside {greenhouse gJ.-s) 
releases, the dolt EIS should JJ.l.1lyu the project's contn"bution to c.u'bon dio~de and other 
significmt greeuhous.e gJ.s emissions. 

4. PanirnJu e . The apected amount of J.i.l'bome puticbes J.-s dun or diesel veWcu!l! em.issions 
from ill aspects of Ute project need; to be cleteonined with concentration-s for v.u;ing w'-.ud 
factors. Impacts o f the "dust" should be ev.ahu.ted for inlul..ation health impJ.cts, 'risibility 
imp.a.irment, and resettling on s1.11'!bce water .md vegeo.tion. Ill the case of resetding on s\1!t'J.ce 
w.aw there iliottld be a chemicJ! a.wl~s of the dust to determi.ue whEther the dust could luve m 
J.dverse effects on Ute chemist.ry o f the WJ.ta . In genet.al, there needs to be J. plan for dust conuol. 

Wlldlife Iu uec 
1. floo md f'J.lliU.. A full inventory of the los; of plJJlt md lllima! s.pecies, fSilmjning both 
estimJ.ted numbers md speci:e tfl.riJ.tion needs to be done J.s a resttlt o:f land ctisnubmce, wa.ste 
rock, heal leach, md r.tilings covenge. In pllticu!l! any sensitive species like Sage Grouse need to 
be thoroughly oon;.idered It is our undersr.wding that the Pequops ange is home to a rue specie 
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oi mail., 0 . s:rig;s~ tkprfmJ. which is dheus!.ed by Mark L. Pom ill~ 200+ papet.: An arulph of the 
impact to thi$ !.pecie should not be overlooked. 

In addition according to the 2006 Scorecard of the N ev11da N1o.u-Jl He.rio.gte Ptogr.un) there luve 
been citings of are and lt·thk: p!ant and lllinul$ in the North Pequop!., see nup below. !W!. nup 
h not high teso~utiou m d the doC'Wlle.tlt does not cl.a!ifr which plants and J.ninuls pertain to tl>.e 
citing locJ.tion!. on the nup. Blll, if it has not already done ~o. ~hould follow up on the!.e c.itings 
to deteonille U'hich plmtt and animals are tefe.rred to be.re lJld bow the min-e project will impact 
them, and u:hat mitig:ltion h po!.sib~ to avoid the~e imp1m. 

7754 Mapped 
Observed Locations 
of Rare and At·Risk 
Plants and Animals 

in Nevada 

0 Plants 

• AA!mals 

·~----~=-----··============-~ 1:3,600,000 

..... 
• 

•• • . . • 
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I, L.xiil n'ma l:!l should be OOI:le to d!!»~Z~Zi"e wl2etl:ier the lmd dl1tm:bmoe:; romd 
me lociil :rrr>e:rccimate, 

J, :t&!J&<ator, species, 
of the lo» of mese 

Lllldeirsl:lll:ld~t of~guiDr:crontes needs ID be md the mr;~acts 
IOlll:i?S from me :culous !;md dlstm:bmces sl:lomd be ad!blissed It !s 

'lgtlifii:Hit~~!lOn fOWPS 1rithm me pL:Oji!<Ct lli?JL In partki:il:u, 
exists me m~ore of me ~te rom 

It does not seem mat ws route 112ill be lll:ldei the ow:re~Zt 
ID a aalid of the for tms 

~~or:c romP tm:'loding da101 of lxlw sin:til;u m"'tl"''"" metl:lods h:in been 

Limd lnlll!o 
1, mo ueefs m be m of wbeme.c me loss of s~ ~>112ill Ufeci 
eoonomc md of m" area, In dlsomsJ()IlS n:im Newman! tl:iere w:J:S 
COilsid!!!Uble lt!I!HOOiliD bCYill' me reclmnE!d ~sitE! Ui:l! f!om Interstate JJ, HC$W!!'I?E!, 
diE! reclarnathm needs ID be moae eWPns:~Te, North h :< be:<utiful ba>m 
1ll!dS<:lJpe. where ELM ms !d3Ilttlied 1ri!deml!'Sc! Jl:lll:Lcl:!lnsms,, 

-'4'1'~"'- A OO!n!plete 
drm IUS shoold .:on,tslo 

lll•dsoal'''" to "' close " toi1iltlle 
me JltllAI!ITI'e cbllxret 
Ieclitm;!tioJl sh<luldl assome ;u S<li!lli! 
me llxl mns need to be at least reclmnE!d so 

posi!Jb:le to lts J:Urur:Ll exl·stlo:e: 

J, ~'l,s meJltioned ;;bos;e BI..\! ms di!'t!!!rmloed mat a of me 
:uea lmds orth w'Jdeme;s cbllacc!E'nsti!fs, See below Htt:l<:'teil f!om BL:f&[ 

the wd!!d xe:a mdloal:!ls Wilderness Cblla!:teri'Sti<ls 
Ess!i'IJW!lv, the eame Jlorthem are ms:loded. to me Wilderness .~ 

~mess is d!!flileil 
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Even though the ~haded region on the figure is not cletigw.ted 1s wilderness it could be in Ute 
future 1n um.ing tlut the wildemess clu.octer of the l.md is not compromised. GBRW does tind 
it difiicttlt to see how to mitigate the va:cious land diS-turbing aspects o f 1 ll.rge open pit minillg 
opention ~o 1s to preserve wildeme% chancrec. Even our of eyeshot of the mine opeotion there 
will be sound .and liUbient light from the mine .u J.D times.. Cuuently. these ll.n<ll do provide 
outstanding opportunitie~ for Miil:idt "a primi#rt and NJ'l(()!Sjin!d :ypt of rmta:iqn; the Six: l ille Cmyoll 
especiilly ~o with its. relatively lush and u ciliing lubio.t. BL\! must pro\'ide .t detailed mitigation 
plan for implcts Oil wildemess clu.octer. and 1ssure sufficient recl.anutioll so tlut these lands will 
not be do~ed to wilderness ~tudy or cletignation in the future due to this mine pro)ect. 

GBRW has aho been in conuct with residents in the ce~on who use the Northern Pequop; 
for recreation who .ue concerns. 1bout impactS- to these land s.. Blli needs to identity Uy 
tecte.ltional (especial non4motorized) ueas that ue in the cumuhtive impacts region of the 
project to deteonine untegies for mining that wiD nor undeonine the cecceation.U 1spects of 
the Lmck. One area we are awue of is the Sis: l file Canyon,. and there .ue undoubtedly other 
areas. 

Cultural Issues 
1. Ardteolo£tul The project u e1 must be stltt'E-yed for hinoricll and .ucheo~ogicl] lttifacrs. md 
Dlltlgaaon pLans must oe aeve!opea tor my ot mese $1tes. 

2. Native Americu CulrnrJl In the 4-\mericJJl Indian Religious ftreedom Act (AIR..FA), Congress 
~tated that " (Jlt iliall be tbe policy of the United So.tes to proteet md ptesert'e for Americm 
Inru.ans their inherent freedom to believe, express., md esetcise the n:aditiowl relig:olls." 42 USC 
S 1996 ( 1982). The Bll,f must J.J.U!yz.e the cumuhtive impact to the ability of Native Americ.ans to 
fully pn c:Cce the w ditional religions within the study u ea (at ~e.lst as defi.ued by the mines 
deli.uated on page twO above). The ~s must include both !mown sactedmd spirituJ! sites as 
well as to.ditional food md mediciue gathering. impomnt components o f to.ctitional pnc:Cce . 

.>. Wes;rem Sho ... hone I .md s In the event that the project is within land out:li.ued in the Treaty of 
Ruby V.illey. between the United So.tes and the Westem Shoilione Nation, minenl righrs were 
tese.rved .and therefore contintte to ~ong to the WesretD Shoshone Nation. The use of "gtad:u.al 
enctolclunent"' is not 1legally valid method o f title to.nsfer or uti.ugttishment under existing 
fedenl l.aw or recognized standl!ds of hunun rights. f'rom f'ebro.uy 20 4 liuch to. 2006 tbe 
United Nations Committee for the Elimination of R..acill Discrimination, issued a decision o f m 
"'Early W.t.rning .and Urgent Ac:Con Procedure,. lunded down to the United So.tes of Americ1. 
!be decisioll pem.ins to US lands .and therefore Blli or ftore~t Service public. lands Oil which the 
project nuy in pan be located. The releVlllt aspect of this decision is that the U.S. is to " freeze 
any phil to priv1tize We~tecn Shoshone mce~tnllands for tonsfec to multinatiowl extractive 
indus.tries md energy deve!opecs, md de~in from an activities pl.uw:ed and/or oonducted on the 
ancesttal lands of Western Sho~hone or in relation to lheit w.runl ce~otuces. wlllch .ue being 
c.uried out without consultation with and despite prou-srs of the Westem Shoilione peoples!' 
Thus. the project must ~eek collsoltttion md penu.ission ftom the Westem Shoilione on their 
lands. 

Cumul:lth:'e Issues 
!be EIS ~hould abo esamine how tbe v.u:ious impActs o f this mine will 1dd to the coCectit'e 
impam of other ecosystem disturbing projects in the reg!lon. :f'or enmple, could metcury 
emissions ftom the mine when r.ilien together with other mercury ~otuces in the cegton ce~olt in 
metct.ay a:ceedence aocording to the Clean Air Act. Ot, does the mille disnubmce ftuthet impair 
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the regional eoosys:rem reo;Wting in o;eriou-;~ threatening fawu .md/ot Gon. The cumuhti\te 
impact .awlys.is needs to .addre~s cttltuni ua<litions u well, such .u the pine nut h..an'est. 

A <:wnuhtive impact is ":tt i.onpaa M tb~ ~J'm.tl:m: JlbKb m 11/1s jn;m in..f'J?mnr.!M impan o/ :tt a.'tiM »'b~ 
addid 11) c:tff p~:. prmn:. fmd rt!:J()If~fr jmmail~ Jimm e:ni.?111 rt$'rdlus o/ »1;a~ ~zmg (Frd1r..U tJr Mil· 

FrdmU) crpmqn Jlndir.ai::.!'t!litb ctbtr a.'tiMs.. Climllla:#·t i.onpam fan rtstli: jrrl.'!l i~tdi#dll$/!f mit:¢r hi: 
fQ/k(#r'ifr siGJififan1 aah!lt :a.CJ~gphu ~""a ptrir.d oj:i."ffl. "' ' Ths definition is c.r.iticll to dete rmin<ng 
the pt opet .ue.a to be smdied in J. <:wntthtive impact u-;em uent. 

Again, we woWd lib to emplu-s.ize the speci.a! dw.acw of the Nonh Pequops. 'There is J.l-;o 
minillg e~!ontion on the west side of the range JJld given tlut Newmont h.u purdu~ed eneusiw 
minillg ch.ims J.!ong the Nonh Pequops it i'i tughly likely that J.dditiowl mining opeo.tions .are 
possible. BL.\.1 must ev.a..lUJ.te JJl}' poteutiJ! fot funue mini.ug and othet pt ojects .md how the 
wilderness dw.acw of the Lmck would be .affi.cted, .and if -;o. J. mitigJ.tion pUn dur will .allow 
these hnds to be .available fot wildem ess .as they .ace now. 

If you have my qttestions reg.arding JJl}' o f our oommenu feel ftee to contact us. 

John H.adder 
D itectot 

: BLM, C~.'"!i!!J E.:'?:n~t:·,_ Pr#m Fiw.1l SJ??lt•m.11 E.llf1mlllfm.11 IMf4d S:.nt•m,Janu.uy20t t. pp. 3-3-t to J-35. 
• Pom . lb.rt L.. Bi~tf'·•'?bk and T a:QJ!fA'!fi.t BJhliMs.fdpt ag:q~~g tb~ Afo.Nr.mn Snails (G~~: Ortcbdid:ia~) o/ 1M 
Ci?:mz! Gm::: &sin, Weo;teru North Americ.an Nlro.tlllit 64{2). 2004, pp. 145-154. 

' Nev.ad.a NJ.nw! Heringe Ptogo.m 2006. S<:otec.ud 2006: Higheo;t Priority Con~erva.tion Sites. Cmon City, 
Nevada. 
~ Bll,t, E.'<J>"nditi ~ ea,wl E:~~tpbra:iM Pfo/!:!1 E l Cti Co.Nf9. Na"()..it;, ElfJ'IirmJJNifML-isuumnr. EA;;t: DOI-BLM · 
1vV.NI)J(J.2011-0001. pp .>-12 - .>-14. J twe 2011. 
l Public.Llw 88-577 (16 U.S. C. 11Jl -11JG).Section l (c). 
' .fO Cf'll s nos. 1 
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19 Newmont - Barto, Doug 
 
From: Doug Barto [mailto:Doug.Barto@Newmont.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 12:30 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Long Canyon EIS scoping comment 
 
Attention: Whitney Wirthlin 
I would like to provide comment relative to the Long Canyon Project in Elko County, Nevada.    
I would like to ensure the EIS does analyze the positive impact of employment from 300-500 
jobs (both direct and indirect) that will be provided by the Long Canyon project.  In this period 
when the economy of the nation is ailing and is slow to recover, the potential for creation of high 
paying jobs with substantial benefits is badly needed.   
The project would not have the potential to create acid drainage and alternative water sources for 
the Cities of Wendover and West Wendover can be provided to offset any impact the project 
may have on the Big Springs water source. Observations made while working in and around 
minesites for a number of years indicate wildlife does utilize operating minesites extensively.   
I urge the BLM to provide a defensible, high quality NEPA document, with a record of decision 
as quickly as possible.  I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Long Canyon Project 
 
Sincerely,  
Doug Barto  
Winnemucca, Nevada 
. 
=============================================== 
The content of this message may contain the private views and opinions of the sender and does 
not constitute a formal view and/or opinion of the company unless specifically stated. 
 
The contents of this email and any attachments may contain confidential and/or proprietary 
information, and is intended only for the person/entity to whom it was originally addressed. Any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. 
 
If you have received this email in error please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and 
delete this message and any attachments from your system. 
 
Please refer to http://www.newmont.com/en/disclaimer for other language versions of this 
disclaimer. 

mailto:Doug.Barto@Newmont.com
http://www.newmont.com/en/disclaimer
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20 Barthold, Bradley 
 
From: berthold brad [mailto:brad13@freemail.hu] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 1:25 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Subject: Pequot Wilderness destruction 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 My name is Bradley Berthold and I am resident of the Central Nevada Mountains, specifically 
the Toquima Range (Manhattan).  I was recently alerted by GBRW of an impending plan for an 
extensive mining project on BLM land in the Pequot Mountains.  I am concerned that such  an 
operation would be detrimental to the `wilderness` characteristics of the Pequots.  While not 
technically a designated `wilderness` are as such, the BLM has determined that the area has 
possess characteristics worthy of such protection. 
 My concerns regarding this project are three fold: 
 1.  To what extent will this sizeable project disrupt the fauna/flora of the Pequots, specifically 
that of mule deer, sage grouse  and bats? 
 2.  To what extent will the local water acquifers be depleted, thus adversely affecting the 
flora/fauna populations of the area? 
 3.  Finally, I feel strongly that Nevada`s most treasured assets are its rugged wilderness lands, 
most of which are public domain lands (BLM/USFS).  By allowing mining companies to 
radically alter...i.e. destroy... the integrity of such lands, not only denies future generations the 
chance to appreciate them, but points to the failure of federal agencies i.e. BLM/USFS to 
adequately defend and protect lands that by their very nature belong to all Americans. 
 I sincerely hope that the BLM will reconsider its plan to allow mining companies access to these 
pristine mountains. 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion. 
   
Sincerely, 
  
Bradley Berthold 
Manhattan, Nevada 
775-487-2488 

mailto:brad13@freemail.hu
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21 USDA Rural Development - Alder, Sarah 
 
From: Taylor, Jenny - RD, Carson City, NV [mailto:Jenifer.Taylor@nv.usda.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 2:08 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Cc: Adler, Sarah - RD, Carson City, NV 
Subject: Newmont Long Canyon Mine 
 
Please find attached a letter from USDA Rural Development State Director Sarah Adler. 
 
Jenny Taylor | Secretary to the State Director 
USDA Rural Development 
1390 S. Curry Street | Carson City, NV. 89703-5146 
Phone: 775.887.1222  x100 | Fax: 775.885.0841 
Email: jenifer.taylor@nv.usda.gov 
www.rurdev.usda.gov 
  
“Committed to the future of rural communities 
 “Estamos dedicados al furturo de las comunidades rurales” 
  
  
 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended 
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the 
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. 
If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and delete the 
email immediately.  
  

mailto:Jenifer.Taylor@nv.usda.gov
mailto:jenifer.taylor@nv.usda.gov
http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/
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September 4. 2012 

Ms. Whitney Winhli n 
BLM Elko Di>trict Off tee 
Wells Field Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

Unhtd 8\IU!s Department of Ao"'~o~"w• 
,.,, .. De • elopm~m 
Htwadot ~ Ollce 

RE: Propo>Cd Long Canyon Mine Plan of Operation - Im pact to City of West Wendover. NV 

Dear Ms. Winhlin: 

USDA Rural De••elopmem wishes to express the agency'> S<~ppon of the City of West 
Wendover's position in regards to the Long Canyon Mine and the impacts and potential impacts 
to the Johnson Spring and water re-'<Qurces in the Goshute Valley. 

The CityofW.,.t Wendover (City) hos borrowed extensively ($5 .3 million) ond has also 
received overS I million in gront funding from USDA Rural Development to make 
improvementS to Johnson Spring. the Shafter well(s). and transmission lines from both sources 10 
the City. The agency is concerned that if Johnson Springs is adversely impacted as a source or 
water. the City may have to contend with obtaining or being provided a diff=nt source of water 
with unknown quality or quantity. The agency has concerns that the City may pennanently lose 
aa:ess to and use of what has proven to be a reliable, long·tcnn source of high qual ity drinKing 
water. further, the ogency is concerned about retaining the quality of the water ot the site, again 
forcing costs in eilher accessing a new ...ource of water or more: extensi\'e treatnltnt of Johnson 
Spring water. 

I( the City ha.' to utili>.e a new well source this will add additional operational costs that are 001 

currently being incum d to obtain water from John.son Springs. These costs. in addition to 
poying off debt for unused facil ities, will place an economic burden on the City that will be 
1)31.~ along 10 il1c rc:sidems. 

It should be noted in addition that the City ha~ had to bon'Ow funds tO de•·elop many ponions of 
its communily infrnscructurc, noc only its water system. West Wendo,·er has incurred 
indebtedness with USDA Rural Development of o•·er $ 18 million across thincen projects since 
t995 for community facilities and infrastructure. Thus, not only may the effects of the mining 
operations force the City and its residents to pay more for potentially lesser quality water. or 
t\·en force. it to abandon facilities for which it must continue to repay debt, 1hc City and its 
residents are already "'poying a large amount of debt in wl\ich they have willingly invested to 
rc~ponsibly build their community. Adding to the costs or infra.~cture is of a:rave concern to 

l ,JiO$. Cuny ISiteit • C.1$01"1CIIt'. ~ tf70W14S 
Pno<le: (77!) 687•1n1 • Fell: (775) 887·1211 • TTY NOlet 7·1·1 {800)1l'&..Jm • v.•ttt~,._:Pw-J\1101¥ '*'Ill~ 

Coi!IITioMCI 10 tllct lulute d II.I~I COII'WIU!lllle~ 

"USDA •"' """'CIIPPO'tUIIIl'f~'· tml)fO>t_. 1nc1tenaet.· 
To••~tl ....... 1 ,._...~~.C>Mc.otCMI !IIio,.._ ltCO~nctlwtnut,S.W~ 

w~oc ~IO.wul:teOOt795-3tn~I•(20Q)~(fOOI> 
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USDA Rural DeYelopment, as it would odd additional burden 10 the City and its residents and 
pot at risk the City's ability to repay all of the debt it owes 10 the fedeml government, 

The poe entia! fotthe expansion or lhc mining industry into eastern Elko County is an exciting 
opponunicy for 01.1r state, and the Cily of West Wendo\·cr. thanks 10 ils long ccrm vision. is 
prepared as a community to offer much to meet lhc needs of the mines and their employees. Pan 
of whm they \Viii need is a reliable source of quaJity community water at a reasonable cosa. An 
udverse impact 10 the community waccr system caused by the mining operdtions would 
negatively affect the City's ability 10 continue to grow nnd diversify its economy. 

USDA Rural De'elopmcnt is a proponent of business development but it should be pursued 
without compromii'ing a critica1 water resource for the Cuy of West Wendover. which has been 
obtained by the City through years of effon and millions of dollars in indebu:dness. 

~LE~ 
State Director 
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22 Nevada Division of State Lands 
 
From: Skip Canfield [mailto:scanfield@lands.nv.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 2:41 PM 
To: Ellis-Wouters, Lesli J; BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Cc: scanfield@lands.nv.gov 
Subject: State Agency Comments E2013-014 Scoping - Long Canyon Mine 
 
The Nevada State Clearinghouse received the attached comments and the comments below 
regarding this proposal, 
http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/public/Notice/2013/E2013-014.pdf 
 
Skip Canfield 
Nevada State Clearinghouse 
State Land Use Planning Agency 
 
Nevada Division of State Lands 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources 
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 5003 
Carson City, NV 89701 
775-684-2723 
http://clearinghouse.nv.gov 
www.lands.nv.gov 
 
The Nevada Division of State Lands and the State Land Use Planning Agency offer the 
following comments: 
Multiple use activities on Nevada’s public lands are supported and encouraged.   Please 
consider the cumulative visual impacts to public lands users’ experiences from certain 
activities (temporary and permanent).  Some notable activities include proliferation of 
new roads, poorly-sited and designed structures, lack of co-location of infrastructure 
and improper lighting, to name a few. 
The following language is suggested that should be provided up front to applicants who propose 
development on public lands:   

Utilize appropriate lighting: 
Utilize consistent lighting mitigation measures that follow “Dark Sky” lighting practices.   

Effective lighting should have screens that do not allow the bulb to shine up or out.  All proposed 
lighting shall be located to avoid light pollution onto any adjacent lands as viewed from a 
distance.  All lighting fixtures shall be hooded and shielded, face downward, located within 
soffits and directed on to the pertinent site only, and away from adjacent parcels or areas.   

A lighting plan should be submitted indicating the types of lighting and fixtures, the locations of 
fixtures, lumens of lighting, and the areas illuminated by the lighting plan.   

Any required FAA lighting should be consolidated and minimized wherever possible. 

In addition, the following mitigation measures should be employed. 

mailto:scanfield@lands.nv.gov
mailto:scanfield@lands.nv.gov
http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/public/Notice/2013/E2013-014.pdf
http://clearinghouse.nv.gov/
http://www.lands.nv.gov/
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Utilize building materials, colors and site placement that are compatible with the 
natural environment: 
Utilize consistent mitigation measures that address logical placement of improvements 
and use of appropriate screening and structure colors.  Existing utility corridors, roads 
and areas of disturbed land should be utilized wherever possible.  Proliferation of new 
roads should be avoided. 
For example, the use of compatible paint colors on structures reduces the visual 
impacts of the built environment.  Using screening, careful site placement, and cognitive 
use of earth-tone colors/materials that match the environment improve the user 
experience for others who might have different values than what is fostered by built 
environment activities. 
Federal agencies should require these mitigation measures as conditions of approval 
for all permanent and temporary applications. 
Skip Canfield 
State Land Use Planning Agency 
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23 Nevada Department of Transportation - Ramirez, Joe 
From: Compton, Mary T [tcompton@dot.state.nv.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2012 11:01 AM 
To: Skip Canfield 
Subject: RE: Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2013-014 
Please see enclosed remarks from NDOT in the comments section. Thanks, Terri 

AGENCY COMMENTS: 

From our traffic and permit sections, our comments are as follows: 

1. A traffic study should be done for the interchange to check geometry at interchange for the 
mine traffic and other vehicles. 

2. It appears that the relocation of CR 790 will remove NDOT’s access to Material Site EL 87-01 
(E1/2 E1/2 NE1/4 Sec 10 T36N R66E). We use the county road in its current location for access. 
The map (Figure 7) seems to show the new location will not touch the material site. 

3. Is the eastbound off-ramp radius sufficient to accommodate equipment being moved to the site 
without changing the control of access opening width on the south side of IR-80? The existing 
control of access openings are 30’ according to my records. Increasing a control of access 
opening requires going through FHWA and may take time, and possibly will require permit 
payment of some sort. 

4. Can the structure underpass on SR-233 accommodate equipment being moved to the site from 
the east? If not, what is their alternate delivery plan? Access to project site from IR-80 is limited 
to existing interchange (control of access fence shall not be cut). 

5. New power line crossing IR-80 will need to be permitted if that power option is selected. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you, 
Joe Ramirez, P.E. 
Traffic Engineer 
(775) 777-2733  
 
Signature: 
Date: 
Requested By: 
This communication, including any attachments, may contain confidential information and is 
intended only for the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. Any review, dissemination or 
copying of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all 
copies of the original message. 
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24 Nevada DEP- Bureau of Water Pollution Control - Lanza, Alexi 
 
From: Alex Lanza 
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2012 3:36 PM 
To: Skip Canfield 
Subject: RE: Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2013-014 - Scoping - Long Canyon Mine 
Good afternoon Skip; 
The Nevada Division of Environmental Protection (NDEP) - Bureau of Water Pollution Control 
(BWPC) - does not have any comments regarding notice E2013-014 - Scoping - Long Canyon 
Mine, Nevada. 
Please note that the entity who manages this E2013-014 - Scoping - Long Canyon Mine 
Project may be subject to BWPC permitting associated with any of its discharges – including, 
but not limited to but not limited to well development, wastewater, Diminimis, UIC, and 
domestic sewage discharges. 
Thank you for the information and the opportunity to comment. 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (775) 687-9468. 
Respectfully, 
Alexi Lanza 
Alexi Lanza, P.E. 
Permits Branch - Bureau of Water Pollution Control 
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
901 S. Stewart St., Ste 4001 
Carson City NV 89701 
Phone: 775.687.9468 - Fax: 775.687.4684 
www.ndep.nv.gov 
Please visit BWPC's main website: http://ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/index.htm 
Please join our electronic mailing lists: http://ndep.nv.gov/bwpc/email.htm 
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25 Nevada SHPO - Palmer, Rebecca Lynn 
From: Rebecca Palmer 
Sent: Thursday, August 23, 2012 10:42 AM 
To: Skip Canfield 
Subject: RE: Nevada State Clearinghouse Notice E2013-014 Scoping - Long Canyon Mine 

The SHPO supports the documents submitted at this time; however, this office suggests that any 
public scoping meetings should include a discussion of the recently executed MOA for Section 
106 compliance with this undertaking. 

Rebecca Lynn Palmer 
Deputy Historic Preservation Officer 
901 South Stewart Street, Suite 5004 
Carson City NV 89701 
Phone (775) 684‐3443 
Fax (775) 684‐3442 
Please note, my email is rlpalmer@shpo.nv.gov 
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26 Nevada Department of Wildlife - Jenne, Alan 
From: Alan Jenne [mailto:ajenne@ndow.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 3:47 PM 
To: Fuell, Bryan K; Wirthlin, Whitney J 
Cc: Kari Huebner; Scott Roberts; Ken Gray 
Subject: Long Canyon scoping comment letter 
 
Bryan attached is our Long Canyon comment letter.  Since I am out of town the original 
signature document will be making its way through the mail. 
 
Thanks 
 
Alan Jenne 
Supervising Habitat Biologist 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 
Elko, NV. 89801 
775-777-2306 
ajenne@ndow.org 
  

mailto:ajenne@ndow.org
mailto:ajenne@ndow.org
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 

1100 Valley Road 

Reno. Nevada 89512 

BRIAN SA."'DOVAL (775) 688- 1500 - Fox (n5) 688- 15Q5 

Bryan Fuel! 
Bureau of Land Management 
3900 East Idaho Street 
Elko, NV. 89801 

September 4, 2012 

RE: Long Canyon Mine Seeping Comments 

Dear Mr. Fuel!, 

RICHARD L. HASKJliS, II 
D•p.,.ftJ !Hr.""' 

PATRICK 0 . CATES 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide seeping comments on Newmont Mining 
Corporations proposed Long Canyon Mine project. The Nevada Department of Wildlife 
(NDOW) is concerned with direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to wildlife resources 
and their habitats. We appreciate the opportunity to assist as a cooperating agency and 
are committed to working with BLM and Newmont to assess, analyze and offset project 
related wildlife impacts. We also wish to acknowledge Newmont's effort in seeking and 
incorporating our informal input for this proposed Long Canyon Plan of Operations 
(POO) long before this formal comment letter. 

The proposed Long Canyon project area on the south end of the Pequop Range 
contains and is adjacent to some very important wildlife hab~at. Every year thousands 
of Area 7 mule de9r migrate from their summer ranges in the north to reach cmical 
winter range hab~a! adjacent to the project boundary or further to the south where they 
will reside during the tough winter months. From the earliest conversations regarding 
this project location NDOW has voiced our concerns with this project impacting or 
interrupting access to and the use of seasonal winter ranges for mule deer. However, 
through the preliminary collaborative analysis Newmont and NDOW have made 
meaningful progress in identifying and incorporating un-impacted, naturally vegetated 
migration corridors through the Project boundaries. While we understand that this 
project feature is not yet finalized we wish to acknowledge Newmonfs funding 
assistance for a deer collaring project which is helping to refine the design of potential 
migration corridors and providing meaningful pre-project data that maybe used as part 
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of a monitoring program. Incorporation of these measures in conjunction with 
concurrent reclamation and incorporation of the existing guidance supplied within the 
Area 6 Mule Deer Working Group Habitat Management Practices (copy to be supplied) 
will be key to minimizing mine related impacts to one of Nevada's largest and most 
important deer herds. 

NDOW also has concerns with potential project related impacts to sage grouse 
and their habitats. The pending U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service listing decision of this 
species makes it imperative for all parties to make every effort to avoid and minimize 
project related impacts. locating project facilities such as roads and structures in lesser 
quality sage grouse hab~ats, like pinyon - juniper and satt desert shrub zones, will help 
minimize significant impacts to sage grouse. Additionally, efforts to collar sage grouse 
will hopefully provide spatial use data to further evaluate project design possibilities and 
eventually propose the most meaningful mitigation for the bird. 

In summary, NDOW is concerned with the potential impacts of this project on 
associated and adjacent wildlife resources and as such are committed to assisting the 
BLM and Newmont to develop, assess, and analyze project design measures to avoid, 
minimize or offset those impacts. 

Th.-:tnk you for thP. opportunity to I)P. involvP.O in thi~ F IR procAA~ anct to P.xprP.~~ 

our concerns regarding this project. We understand that in manag ng Nevada's wildlife, 
NDOW is reliant upon BLM making well informed decisions regarding care of the 
habitats provided on federally-managed land. If you have questions or would like to 
further discuss this Project please do not hesitate to call. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Jenne 
Supervisory Habitat Biologist 
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27 Parson Behle & Latimer - de Lipkau, Ross 

 

IIIH'tl11t Ullelt¥~ 
liulbl'1'50 
lb"OO.I":O.'I!Oil «0)1 

~m..JZ3,.1ill 

,.......77S.3&~ 

VIA CF.RTJFIED MAll, 

Ms. Whitney Wirthlin 
B!..M Elko District Office 
Wells Field Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

Parsons 
Behle & 
Latimer" 

August 24,2012 

r··:;£~~~ 

I ~J L 

't !" ;. -
I .:;; II= 31 

11.- ti. IIIII UpiiiiM 

........ ----........ ,, .. 

Re: Nl:"mont Mining Corporation (Newmont) Plan of Operation for Surface 
Mining in Ore Processing, Long Canyon Project - Elko County, Nevada 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin: 

This is to inform you lhat this firm represents the City o f \Vest Wendover, Nevada 
(hereinaf\er ·•West Wendover"). 

The purpose of this letter is to comment upon the Plan of Operation filed with your 
office on March 22, 201 1 by Newmont Mining Corporation. The applicant will be 
hereinafter referred to as "NewmonL" 

It is the position of West Wendover that Newmont presen~y bas no water rights 
appurtenant to the proposed Long Canyon Pmject which may be used for mining and 
milling purposes. 

As you are probnbly aw11re, West Wendover is the owner of Pennit 28527, 
Certificate 12918, which nbrognted Permit 11047, Certificate 2936, which in tum abrogated 
Pennit 2210, Certificate 440. The priority o f West Wendover's water rights, with Johnson 
Springs (also known as "Big Springs") as its source, is September 16, 19 t l. Simply put, 
certificated pennit 28527, now in effec.t, authorizes West Wendover the first 1.0 cubic fee t 
per second (cfs) emanating from Johnson, a/'Ua Big Springs. This right cannot be 
conflicted with or im[nired by any subsequent change of any other right from the same 
sourc:e. If a coofl.ict wen: 10 oeeur, Nevada water law requires the Nevada State Engineer to 
regulate the sowces based upon priority. The result would be a curtailment or stoppage of 
Ne1'1nonfs )l1111Jping, Municipal water for the citizens of West Wendover takes legal 
precedent over changes to mining and milling uses. It is this interest which must be 
protected in order to properly serve the citizens of West Wendover, which has occurred 
from approximately 194 3 to Jlresent. 
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Ms. Whitney Wirthlin 
August 24, 2012 
l'age Two 

The specific comments or objections, on behalf of West Wendover to the proposed 
Plan of Operation are as follows: 

A. Newtnont has not indicated that water is available for its 
contemplated mining operation:~. 

B. Newmont bas not slated whether there will be impacts to public 
water supplies (Big Springs or Johnsen Springs) or, if there are, how to mitigate 
them. 

C. Newmont has not indicated that it owns any water ri,gbt tlw the 
Bureau of Land Management is required to confinn as suitable for mining purposes. 
and the impact when such rights are developed. 

Ncwmol\t has not follo wed the statutory water permit proceedings, as set forth in 
Chapters 533 and 534 of Nevada Revised Statutes. Brietly summarized, the procedunJ! 
issues are as follows: 

I. Newrnont, assuming it acquired water rights from its predccesscr in 
interest, has failed to comply with NRS 533.384( 1). That slolule reads in pan as 
follows: 

"A perscn to who is conveyed an application or penni! to 
approprialc any of !he public walcrs, a certificate of 
appropriation . . . ~: (a) tile wilh the Stare Engineer, 
rogether wirh rhe prescribed fcc . . . " 

Ne-..monl bas failed 10 comply with !his statute, assuming it is in fact the owner of 
waler rights. 

2. Assuming Nev.mont has acquired water rights for its co ntemplated 
mining operation, it has failed to file applications to change, as n:quir.ecJ by NRS 
533.325, which reads in pan as follows: 

"Any person who wishes to appropriate any of !he public 
waters, or to change !he place of diversion .. -~ before 
performiog any work in conneetion with such appropriation, 
change in place of di\'ersion ... apply to the Stale Engine<T for 
a permit to do sc." 

As set forth above, no applications to change have been submitted to the Nevada 
State Engineer. Accordingly, Newmont has DO water rights with wrucb to suppon its 
mining operation. The Plan of Operation should therefore be stayed pending completion of 
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Ms. Whitney Wirthlin 
August 24, 2012 
Page Three 

any and all water right issues, including a fully executed Agreement between Newmont and 
West Wendover. It is also significant that, pursuant to NRS 533.365, any interested party 
may file a written protest against the granting of the application. Assuming an application 
is filed and protested, the State Engineer, in his discretion, may conduct an administrative 
hearing as set forth in NRS 533.365(3). The State Engineer's decision following the 
hearing may then be subject to an appeal to district court.1 

The State Engineer's decision to grant or deny an application to appropriate or an 
application to Change is guided by NRS 533.370(2). Here, the issue is whether the granting 
of the application " ... conflicts with existing rights or with protectable interest in domestic 
wells ... ". ln that regard, West Wendover believes that it will be able to establish at an 
administrative hearing before the State Engineer that the contemplated development of 
water resources by Newmont would adversely affect and impair the surface water supply of 
West Wendover. West Wendover is, and has been since approximately 1943, dependent 
upon Permit 28527, and prior to that, on Certificated Permit 11047. 

West Wendover requests that your agency take these factors into account in 
evaluating Newmont's proposed Plan of Operation. 

RED/rt 

cc: Client 

1 NRS 533.450(1) reads in part as follows: 

Respectfully submitted, 

Parsons Behle & Latimer 
/) 

~f:~if4 

"Any person feeling aggrieved by any Order or Decision of the State Engineer, acting in person or 
through assistance, may have the same review by proceeding for that purpose, .. . " 

Therefore, a very lengthy and complicated procedure, with an uncertain outcome, may follow if and when 
Newmont files its applications to change. 

15984.007/4842-4313-7040.1 
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28 DuBois, Mark 

 

Bureau of Land Management 
Wells Field Office 
Attention: Whitney Wirth! in 
3900 East Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

August 29,2012 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin, 

j(r..:r'(O 
61JREAU 0 IAiiAGErl£NT 

ELKO Ol. , ,,. ICE 

This Jetter is in support ofNewmont Mining Corporation's Proposed Action te> develop 
and operate the Long Canyon Mine Project: 

1. I believe that all environmental concems will be addressed and that thCJ"e will be 
no significant adverse impacts to the environment 

2. Ncwmont has a history of operating in an environmentally and sociaiJy 
responsib1e manner. 

3. In addition, the Project will make a valuable contribution to the local economy. 

Thankyou, ~ 

Mark DuBois ~ ~~' 
3435 Enfield Ave. 
Elko, NV 89801 
m_d_dubois@yahoo.com 
775-738-4208 
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29 Hancock, Charles 

 

Charles E. Hancock 
2130 Pine RIOge Or1ve 

Elko Oistric~ Bureau of Land Managen~&P"· N6VI~ 89509 
3900 East Idaho Street 
Elko, Nevada 8980 l 

Attention: Wbibley WinhJin 

Dear Mr. Wirthlin: 

..... tD 

Subject L.oog Canyon Project 

I have learned that Newmont Mining Corporation proposes to con.uruct and operate an open pit mine 
in ~1e Pequop Mountains in Elko County. BLM·odministered lands will be involved. Having hunted 
for years in this area, l have serious concerns over an open pit opcrntion that oould become 
.. cancerous". growing and growing. having serious impacts oo wildlife movement and tn.igrarion~ 
springs.. and ground water. 

Please place my name on your mailing list for future copies of studies. correspondence. proposed 
decisions, etc., related to this proposed project 

And please answer these questic>ns: 

J. Were news releases for tills proposed project provided for publication in the Reno newspaper 
(Reno Gazette Journal)? 

2. Why were public scoping meetings limited to Wendover. We11~ and Ellco? The Nevada 
Department of Wildlife issues over a thousand penni.ts to hunters in 077 and adjoining wtits 
for deer, elk. and ootelo!)C. Very few Nevada hunters are· awarf of the potential problems this 
Project would create on wildlife in the Pequops. 

3. I assume Newmont has mining c-laims located on BLM-administered lands lhat will be 
involved in the proposed project and future expansion. Ate Utese claims lode, millsite. or 
placer? How many additional claims on public lands for funue expansion does Newmont 
have in the immecUate area? 

4. \Vhal is the legal description of the public lands initially involved in the proposed project? 

S. I would like a copy of a. map showing the location of the propOSed site and support 
facilities. Thank you. 
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30 Wells Band Council, Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone - Franco, Karen 

 

S'JRf,'U~LLS BAND COUNCIL 
TE-MOAK TiifiJE OF WESTERN SHOSHONE 
iP" · ' -P,.Q,: ; Ji!,o~s809 -Wells, Nevada 89835 

(775) 752-3045 - Fax (775) 752-2179 

., 
:"'! :=i 

0 r•.~ 
•c 

' C:. , 
'" 

Au~ust lO. 2012 

.,.) ' ' • 
~ 

• 
BlM Elko District Office 
Attn: Whitney Winhlln 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, NV 89801 

,... 
~. •'"J 

c;;> 
g~ 

"' 
Dear Ms. Wirthlin: 

..., .-\ 
~ 

On behalf of Wells 8and Council, I would like toO take this opportunity to submit our comments regarding 

Newmont Mining Corporation's propose~ lQns C~myQfl mine. 

From our perspective, the construction and operation of this mine will provide positive benefrts to the 

Wells Colony community as well as to Elko County and state-wide tax revenues. 

Although It Is too earty to project the number -of visitors and new residents (contractors and employees} 

to this area, we believe that the potential for spending will benefit our community as a whole. Further, 

Newmont has a strong history of making socia I investments in communities within their service areas. 

This can only be viewed as a positive. 

Finally, otl\er communities along the northem Nevada corridor report that Newmont views 

environmental responsibility as a way of life. 

We appreciate your consideration of our comments. 

S lncer,., () . 

bf(~ 1-A (!...rn_ U> 

KareJ ranco - Vice Chairwoman 

We!!~ Bilnd Council 
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31 Rainbow, Peppermill, and Montego Bay Casinos - Lewis, Gary 

 

031D~I2D12 O?;S~ 7756646752 

To: Ms. Whitney Wirthlin 

BLM Elko District Office 

EXEC_OFFICE 

Wells Field Office 3900 E. Idaho Street 

Elko, NV 89801 

Fax- 775-753-0385 

Re: Long Canyon Project 

From:Gary Lewis 

Vice President Operations 

Rainbow, Peppermill, and Montego Bay Casinos 

Fax- 775-664-6752 

PI>C£ 01/02 
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~ AAmNBOW 
MOTIISI. " C.A~INO 

The PltJym' Choi<t 

.. - .. . ..... - . . .... ~ 

Ms Whitney Wirth lin 
BLM Elko District Office 
Wells Field Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko. NV 89801 

Re: Newmont Mining Corporatlon- Long Canyon Project 

Dear Ms. Wirthlln, 

The purpose of this Jetter Is to provide comment on the above referenced planned project. Pepperm\11 
Casinos Inc and Wendover Caslr~s Inc operate thrae Casino Hotel properties In West Wendover, 
Nevada. Between the two corporation.s we employ approximately 1800 residents of the West 
Wendover community. We feft it our obligation to P'OVide our comments and concerns regarding the 

lmp;~ct of the long C.nyon ProjecL 

Peppermill supports and wekomes the Newmont LOng Canyon Project to the Wendover area. This 
project would ~:~rovide new job opportunities to the residents of the c-ommunity as well as new 
individuals movlns to the area resutting in the growth and strengthening of the local econ.omy. 
Newmorn has al ready shown support of varlou.s community projects and we would expett this support 
to continue throughout the life of the project. 

We must~ however, also express concerns. We understand ltlis project will bo k>cated wit hin a few 
miles of the Johnson Sprlnss Water System1 whidl provldes 30% of the wat er to this community. Due to 
the proKimityof Johnson Springs to Lon& Canyon Project. we understand that Newmont has requested 
l!>at the rights to the Springs be turned over to them with the Intent of repladng It with a new system 
loa:ted elsewhere. We feel that as the maJor employer in the community it our responsibiltty to C!Xpress 
our concerns regarding any negative Impact to the community water suppty and our employees al\d 
their families. We would request that the BLM carafully evaluata the replacement plan proposed by 
Newmontto Insure that any alternate water source draws from a new. untapped aquifer providing Uke 
quality water that the Johnson Spring System currentty provides. 

The Peppermlll welcome-s and supports tha lone: Canyon Project with the caveat that the future water 
supply plans protecting the community must first be soUdified. Thank you tor your assistance with this 
matter. ' 

W-
Gary Lewis 
VIce President Operations 
Wendover Properties 

Rainbow • PO 8 0K ~000 • West Wendover, NV 89S.S3 • 775·664· 4000 • 800·217·00it9 
Peppermill • PO 8o)l.' 3700 • West Wendover. NV 898$3 • 775·664·2255 • 800~61t8·9660 
Montt.eo Bay • PO Bow 3669 • west Wendover. NV 89883 • 775·6~··9100 • 871•666•8346 
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32 Cantrell, Katrina 
 
From: Katrina Cantrell [mailto:kcantrell@telis.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2012 5:18 PM 
To: BLM_NV_ELDOLongCanyonMine 
Cc: john@gbrw.org; 'Paul Findlay' 
Subject: Comment  
 
Please reply to this submission. 
Thank you, 
Katrina  
 
--- 
Katrina Cantrell 
kcantrell@telis.org 
 
 
 
 
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION:  E-mails from this organization normally contain 
confidential and privileged material, and are for the sole use of the intended recipient.  Use or 
distribution by an unintended recipient is prohibited, and may be a violation of law.  If you 
believe that you received this email in error, please do not read this email or any attached items.  
Please delete the email and all attachments, including any copies thereof, and inform the sender 
that you have deleted the email, all attachments, and any copies thereof. 
  

mailto:kcantrell@telis.org
mailto:john@gbrw.org
mailto:kcantrell@telis.org
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September 4, 2012 
 
Whitney Wirthlin 
Bureau of Land Management 
Wells Field Office Geologist 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko, Nevada 89801 
 
RE: Comments for the Long Canyon Mine Project from a Western Shoshone Tribal 
Member 
Dear Ms. Wirthlin: 

I am appalled at the opening of a new mining region in the North Pequops Range. This range 
holds significant cultural and historical value for native peoples of the area. 

How do you propose to protect the wildlife, water, and flora and fauna? How do you plan to 
ensure that the egregious gaseous emissions from mine sites do not impact the human family? 
How will you protect the water, which is the life force of all creatures on this earth? 

I would also like to inquire as to who you are contacting in the Western Shoshone region to 
consult with on areas of religious and cultural significance?  I am requesting an answer to these 
questions within ten business days. 

This earth is in peril, and the continued degradation of water, soil and air by mining practices 
that were never to reach the levels of destruction that they are today are threatening to all god’s 
creatures.   

Sincerely, 
 
Katrina Maczen-Cantrell 
PO Box 254 
Round Mountain, CA 96084 
kcantrell@telis.org  
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33 Wells Family Resource Center 

 

---r 11(0 

BUREAU ~ • • "_·nn 

Well~r~~~)ily, ~source & Cultural Center 
261 First Street* P.O. Box 773 *Wells; NV 89835 
Telephone: (775) 752-2345 *Fax: (775) 752-3079 

Email: frc@wellsrec.net 

BLM Elko District Office 
Wells Field Office 
Attn: Whitney Wirthlin 
3900 E. Idaho Street 
Elko,~evada 89801 

Re: Comments related to the Long Canyon Mine Project 
Federal Register/ Vol.77, ~o. 139/ Thursday/July/19/2012/Notices 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin: 

The Wells Family Resource and Cultural Center (WFRC) is a 50 1 C3 non-profit agency 
providing day care, early childhood education and social services to the community of 
Wells and surrounding areas. 

WFRC knows of no issues, beyond those preliminary issues identified by the BLM, that 
would influence the scope of the environmental analysis for the Long Canyon Mine 
Project. WFRC supports this project and looks forward to growing and expanding 
WFRC services to meet community needs based on projected population growth 
associated with the project. 

cc: Arial Howell, Executive Director 
WFRC Board Members 



 

 
SCOPING REPORT – LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX D 
BLM ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE D-65 

34 US Environmental Protection Agency 
  

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

Whitney Wirthlin 
BLM Elko District Office, 
Wells Field Office 
3900 E. Idaho Street, 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

OCT 0 2 2012 

Subject: Long Canyon Mine Project Notice of Intent tQ Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement, Elko County, Nevada 

Dear Ms. Wirthlin, 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed your Notice of Intent to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the above referenced project. Our comments are 
provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) and the C0tmcil on 
Environmental Quality's NEP A Implementation Regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508. 

The scope of subjects that should be included in the EIS is described in the enclosed detailed 
comments. Topics include geochemistry, water resources, air quality, vegetation and wildlife, 
mining waste, reclamation and post-closure, cumulative impacts, environmental justice, tribal 
consultation, pollution prevention, and land use. 

We appr~ciate the opportunity to provide scoping comments for this project. Please note that 
starting October l , 2012, EPA Headquarters will not accept paper copies or COs of EISs for 
official filing purposes. Submissions on or after October 1, 2012 must be made through EPA's 
new electronic EIS submittal tool: e-NEPA. To begin using e-NEPA, you must first register with 
EPA's electronic reporting site- https://cdx.epa.gov/epa home.asp. Electronic submission does 
not change requirements for distribution ofEISs for public review and comment, and lead 
agencies should still provide one hard copy of each Draft and Final EIS to the EPA Region 9 
office in San Francisco (mailcode CED-2) when it is released·for public circulation. If you have 
questions, please call me at (415) 972-3815. 

S~r~ J-f 
t6C:rJe~ 
Environmental Review Office 

Enclosures: EPA Detailed Scoping Comments 
cc: Bruce Holmgren, NDEP 
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Long Canyon Mine Project 
EPA Detailed Scoping Comments- October, 2012 

3eneral Comments 

fhe EIS should demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives to proposed actions have been 
examined and that appropriate mitigation measures h'ave been thoroughly considered and 
incorporated into the project. The EIS should provide substantial detail on the means of 
implementing mitigation measures, and should also identify how monitoring would be 
established to ensure compliance and assess effectiveness of mitigation. 

[n accordance with 40 CFR 1502.24, agencies are required to insure the professional integrity, 
including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in the EIS. Any methodologies 
used should be identified, and the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the 
statement should be referenced. 

Purpose and Need 

The EIS should include a clear description of the project's purpose and need. The pwpose ofth€ 
proposed action is typically the specific objectives of the activity, while the need for the 
proposed action may be to eliminate a broader underlying problem or take advantage of an 
opportunity. The Purpose and Need for a project should be stated broadly enough to spur 
identification of the full range of reasonable range of alternatives, regardless of what the future 
findings of an alternatives analysis may be. The Purpose and Need should focus on the 
underlying problems to address (e.g., increasing demand for gold on the world market). Clear 
descriptions of project needs and objectives set the stage for thorough consideration of a range o1 
alternatives and their effectiveness in meeting the needs and objectives of the project. 

Alternatives 

The EIS should rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, including 
reasonable a lternatives not within the jurisdiction of your agency ( 40 CFR 1502.14). The EIS 
should provide a clear discussion of the reasons for the elimination of alternatives which were 
not evaluated in detail. The document should discuss potential environmental impacts of the 
alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues among the options for decision 
makers and the public (40 CFR 1502: 14). Reasonable alternatives could include, but are not 
necessarily limited to, alternative sites or alternative designs for major mining facilities (e.g., 
waste rock piles or heap leach faci lities), smaller project, other viable ore bodies, different pit 
geometries, and pit backfill ing; as well as any alternatives evaluated for purposes of obtaining a 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, pursuant to 40 CFR Part 230. Alternatives, including the 
No Action Alternative, may also depend on the validity of mining claims. The EIS should 
identify the lode and mill site c laims that are included in the proposed project and discuss their 
validity. The EIS should discuss the alternatives in the context of the validity of claims and 
BLM's authorities under the Mining Law, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, and 
other relevant statutes and regulations. 
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Mitigation 

The EIS should thoroughly identify and describe appropriate mitigation measures associated 
with the project, specifying which ones would be committed to by the mine operator and/or 
required by the BLM or other federal, state, or local agency. The EIS should address how each 
measure would specifically mitigate the targeted impact, provide substantial detail on the means 
of implementing each mitigation measure, identify who would be responsible for implementing 
it, indicate whether it is enforceable, and describe its anticipated effectiveness. For some 
impacts, there may be several appropriate and effective measures. Conversely, some measures 
may turn out to be less effective than anticipated; therefore, implementation and effectiveness 
monitoring should be conducted and contingency measures should be considered. We 
recommend the EIS describe the implementation and effectiveness monitoring that would be 
conducted and contingency measures that would be applied if initial mitigation measures fail. 

Water Resources 

I. The EIS should conduct a complete hydrologic characterization of the project vicinity and the 
cumulative impact area, describing all existing water resources and baseline groundwater and 
surface water quality, quantity, and flow regimes. Information on groundwater properties and 
groundwater/surface water connections (e.g., springs, seeps, interception of the water table by 
existing or proposed mine pits, etc.) are needed to identify and assess potential impacts to water 
resources and risks to receptors of contaminants. The EIS should identify any waters that are 
impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. Streams that are already impaired are 
particularly sensitive to additional discharge loadings and will require a thorough impacts 
analysis. The EIS should specify any changes and analyze trends that could be attribute~ to past 
exploration or mining activities. Discuss groundwater adjudication in the project vicinity. 

2. The EIS should identify all sources of water needed for the project, and describe the potential 
environmental impacts associated with using these sources. The EIS should describe pumping 
systems and estimate rates of dewatering and water use by the proposed project, as well as all 
other water use in the vicinity. The EIS should identify direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
to surface water flow, water supply wells, wetlands, springs and seeps, vegetation, wildlife, and 
other groundwater-dependent resources as a result of groundwater pumping associated with the 
proposed project. The EIS should describe the post-closure groundwater elevation recovery and 
the time period in which groundwater quantity impacts are anticipated to abate. Based upon the 
March 20 I 1 Plan of Operations for Surface Mining and Ore Processing for the Long Canyon 
Project, we understand that the proposed pit is not anticipated to intercept the bedrock aquifer in 
the project area. The EIS should describe the potential to encounter perched or other shallow 
aquifers and rates of dewater required to prevent this water from entering the pit. 

3. The EIS should completely describe the pre-mining and current drainage patterns in the 
project area, as well as the projected drainage patterns (including post-closure drainage patterns) 
under each alternative. Include hydrologic and topographic maps of the project area and 
cumulative impact area. This discussion should address potential effects of the project on 
erosion potential and sedimentation. Identify any components of the proposed project that would 
fall within 25- and 100-year flood plains. Discuss the potential for runoffto transport sediment 
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or contaminants from disturbed areas at the mine to any surface waters. 

4. The EIS should describe the applicable state-adopted, EPA-approved water quality standards, 
including beneficial uses, and discuss each alternative's compliance with these standards. The 
EIS should describe and discuss the permits that would be required by state and federal agencies 
for water resources related to the project. 

5. The ElS should discuss the applicability ofNevada's General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity from Metal Mining Activities to this project. The 
EIS should include a storm water pollution prevention plan and discuss specific mitigation 
measures that may be necessary during operations, closure, and post-closure. The EIS should 
describe how the project will either achieve zero discharge or meet permitting requirements for 
discharges to surface waters. Discuss whether an individual National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit would be required for any phase of the mining project. 

6. The EIS should describe all existing and potential future surface water discharges from the 
project, including storm water and mine drainage, and include a map depicting locations of all 
discharge outfalls. The EIS should describe the potential effects of all potential project 
discharges, seepage, diversions, and groundwater pumping on surface water and groundwater 
quality and quantity. 

7. The EIS should discuss all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to surface water and 
groundwater quality and quantity from the proposed project and alternatives both during 
operations and after closure. For the proposed off-site ore processing, the EIS should assess the 
impacts to the off-site processing location. The EIS should describe all potential project 
discharges, seepage, pit lake formation, diversions, groundwater pumping, evaporation from pit 
lakes, as well as the potential effects of these activities on water rights, beneficial uses, and 
wildlife. 

• Discuss the potential for contamination of precipitation that contacts existing and 
proposed waste rock, heap leach pads, stockpiles, roads, and other mine facilities. 

• Describe the projected chemical characterization of water in open ponds located at the 
site, including open pits if pit lakes would form following closure. 

• Discuss the potential for and effects of movement of any contaminated surface water to 
the subsurface. 

• Describe the designs of the existing and proposed run-on/run-off channels, dams, seepage 
collection systems, collection and sedimentation ponds, pump back systems, and any 
necessary treatment or disposal of these solutions. Depict these facilities on a map. 

• Describe flow velocities of all discharges to surface waters and discuss whether these 
discharges could adversely affect these waters. 

• Describe mitigation measures to prevent contamination of water and sediment. 

8. Discuss how accidental releases of hazardous materials would be handled. Identify the 
potential impacts of fai lure of the solution containment systems, methods for discovering such 
fai lures, and the degree to which impacts would be reversible. Describe the mine's petroleum­
contaminated soil management plan. 
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  9. The EIS should describe procedures for water quality and quantity monitonng and reportmg 
:ts well as monitoring the functioning of the run-on/run-off channels, sedimentation ponds, and 
other mitigation measures at the mine. Describe all surface water monitoring locations, 
groundwater monitoring wells, and points of compliance on the site. Monitoring frequencies, 
screening intervals, and parameters to be monitored should be discussed. 

10. The geochemical testing performed for the project should be summarized in detail in the 
Draft EIS. This information is important in properly identifying the project' s potential impacts 
and addressing them through facility design and mitigation measures. The EI~ should discuss the 
geochemistry and acid generation/neutralization potentia l of waste rock, pit wall rock, ore and 
tailings. Describe the static and kinetic tests that have been conducted on ore and waste rock to 
characterize them, and provide the test results. The EIS should include cross-sections showing 
locations of static and kinetic test samples and describe and discuss their representativeness. The 
EIS should also provide past and current monitoring results/trends for surface water and 
groundwater quality at the existing mines, and discuss their relevance_ in predicting potential for, 
and protecting against, contaminated drainage from existing and future mine faci lities. 

According to the April2012 Long Canyon Geological Characterization Report prepared by SRK, 
the static and kinetic testwork performed to date indicate that the waste rock and ore represent a 
low risk for acid-mine drainage. However, testing indicates that arsenic, antimony, mercury and 
thallium are all expected to be mobile under non-acidic conditions. The EIS should describe the 
measures that will be put into place to ensure that ground and surface water resources will be 
protected from contamination by both acid and non-acid related leachate. The Geological 
Characterization Report also indicates that numerical predictive calculations wiJl be carried out 
to assess the metal leaching capacity of the waste and ore and the risk presented to the 
environment. The EIS should describe the resul ts of this modeling and any additional fate and 
transport modeling performed for potential contaminated discharge from the project site. In light 
of the project' s proximity to the surface water resource at Big Spring, monitoring should be in 
place to ensure that that the water chemistry is not adversely affected or beneficial uses impaired 
by the mine. 

The EIS should include the Long Canyon Waste Rock Characterization Report as an appendix or 
provide an appropriate summary in the text of the EIS. The EIS should describe all facility 
design features and control measures that would be implemented to protect against degradation 
of surface water and groundwater quality, and any additional mitigation measures that may be 
necessary should prevention measures fail. 

11. The EIS should describe the procedures for monitoring the functioning of the waste rock 
dumps, stock piles, and heap leach pads in controll ing contact between this material and surface 
or meteoric water (e.g., maintenance of run on/runoff channels, liners, underdrains, and 
collection areas at base of dumps; ponding on top of dumps; etc.). Effective chemical and/or 
physical controls to prevent uncontrolled seepage through waste rock, wall rock, stock piles, and 
spent ore should be thoroughly analyzed in the EIS. 
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  Waters of the U.S. 

l. BLM should coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine if the proposed 
project requires a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. Section 404 regulates the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands and other "special 
aquatic sites." The E[S should describe all waters of the U.S. that could be affected by the 
project, including past impacts. The discussion should include acreages and channel lengths, 
habitat types, values, and functions of these waters. All required Federal and State permits for 
work potentially affecting wetlands or waters of the U.S. should be identified. The DEIS should 
address opportunities for improving the quality and quantity of these resources, if they exist in 
the area, through appropriate facilities design. 

2. If a permit is required, EPA will review the project for compliance with Federal Guidelines 
for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Materials ( 40 CFR 230), promulgated 
pursuant to Section 404(b)(l) of the Clean Water Act ("404(b)(l) Guidelines"). Pursuant to 40 
CFR 230, any permitted discharge into waters of the U.S. must be the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative available to achieve the project purpose. T,he EIS should 
include an evaluation of the project alternatives in this context in order to demonstrate the 
project's compliance with the 404(b)(l) Guidelines. If, under the project alternatives, dredged or 
fill material would be discharged into waters of the U.S., the EIS should describe the potential 
environmental impacts and discuss alternatives to avoid or minimize those discharges. 

3. If a discharge is permitted, required mitigation for impacts to waters of the U.S. should be 
identified and committed to in the EIS for evaluation by the public and decision-makers. 
Mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid habitat losses due to the 
lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful mitigation. The discussion should 
include the following information: 

• Acreage and habitat type of waters of the U.S. that would be created or restored; 
• Water sources to maintain the mitigation area; 
• The revegetation plans including the numbers and age of each species to be planted; 
• Maintenance and monitoring plans, including performance standards to determine 

mitigation success; 
• The size and location of mitigation zones; 
• The parties that would be ultimately responsible for the plan's success; and 
• Contingency plans that would be implemented if the original plan fails. 

Air Quality 

1. The EIS should describe existing air quality in the project vicinity. The EIS should also 
discuss the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) increments applicable to air quality in the project area. PSD increments 
exist for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and PM 10 (particulates smaller than 10 microns in 
diameter). Specifically, for Class II areas, the annual PSD increment for nitrogen dioxide is 25 
microns per cubic meter (J..lg/m\ the annual and 24-hour increments for PMlO are 17 J..lg/m3 and 
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30 J..tg/m3

; the annual PM2.5 increment is 4 J..lg/m3
; and the annual, 24-hour and 3-hour 

increments for sulfur dioxide are 20 J..lg/m3
, 91 J..lg/m3

, and-512 J..lg/m3
, respectively. 

2. The EIS should estimate project emissions from all facilities and roads related to the mine's 
operations, including any off-site processing and support activities, such as vehicle traffic and 
delivery trucks for fuels, maintenance supplies, and other materials, as well as cumulative 
emissions from other sources in the project area. If additional exploratory drilling operations are 
to be included as part of the proposed project, the EIS should include the air emissions resulting 
from the construction and operation of these facilities, including those resulting from road 
construction and use. Modeling should be conducted to determine concentrations of criteria air 
pollutants tor an accurate comparison with the NAAQS. 

3. The EIS should discuss whether a PSD permit would be required for the proposed project. If 
a PSD permit is required, the mining company will ne.ed to determine increment consumption as 
well. If a PSD permit would not be required, the EIS should indicate whether the baseline date 
has been triggered tor minor sources in the project area. Once the minor source baseline date has 
been triggered for a certain pollutant in a specified area, all emissions from minor sources of that 
pollutant consume increment. The EIS should discuss impacts to the NAAQS and PSD 
increments from projected emissions of the project and alternatives, considering the effects from 
all aspects of mine excavation, construction, operation, and support activities, such as vehicle 
traffic, as well as cumulative emissions from other sources in the project area. BLM should 
closely coordinate with NDEP regarding regulatory requirements and controls. 

4. PSD increments are highly protective of air quality in Class I areas such as wilderness areas 
and national parks. The PSD increments for PM l 0 in Class I areas are 4 ug!m3 and 8 ug/m3

, for 
the annual and 24-hour standards, respectively; and the nitrogen dioxide annual increment is 2.5 
ug/m3

. The ETS should identify all Class I PSD areas located within 100 kilometers of the 
proposed project site. Class I areas even further away could potentially be affected as well. 
BLM should consult with the U.S. Forest Service for a determination of which areas could be 
adversely affected by the proposed action. Potential impacts to Class I PSD areas, including 
visibility impacts, should be discussed. 

5. The EIS should discuss mitigation measures to minimize air pollutant emissions from the 
mine. Conventional fugitive source controls include water application or use of chemical binders 
or wetting agents on roads and stockpiles, and revegetation of disturbed areas. Additional 
measures exist that could be used to control PMlO emissions, as well as diesel particulate matter 
(DPM) and other criteria pollutants, from fugitive sources at the mine. We recommend the 
following additional emissions reduction measures. 

• Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions of DPM and other 
air pollutants. Traps control approximately 80 percent of DPM, and specialized catalytic 
converters (oxidation catalysts) control approximately 20 percent ofDPM, 40 percent of 
carbon monoxide emissions, and 50 percent of hydrocarbon emissions; 

• Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, including trucks and 
heavy equipment; 

• Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model); 

6 



 

 
SCOPING REPORT – LONG CANYON MINE PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPENDIX D 
BLM ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE D-72 

  • Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction equipment is 
properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, is tuned to 
manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase horsepower except in 
accordance with ~stablished specifications. 

6. The EIS should discuss whether and how air quality monitoring would be implemented to 
ensure project compliance with all applicable air quality standards and permits. 

7. The March 2011 Plan of Operations made available on the BLM's website indicates that until 
the on-site mill is constructed, Newmont may haul ore production westward on I-80 to one of 
Newmont's existing ore processing facilities near Carlin, Nevada. The EIS should thoroughly 
describe all potential impacts associated with this action, including analysis of the additional 
pollutant emissions related to this activity and whether these emissions could result in 
exceedance of air quality standards. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants 

1. The EIS should estimate releases ofhazardous air pollutants (HAPs), including mercury, from 
the proposed project to air, soil, or water resources, including any off-site facility where ore may 
be processed. 

2. The EIS should list major processing equipment, including any autoclave or roaster, stripping 
units, electrowinning units, retorts, refining furnaces, and carbon regeneration kilns. The EIS 
should list in detail all possible sources of HAPs and the unit processes that generate this 
material. 

3. The EIS should discuss how all HAPs would be controlled to reduce their emissions as much 
as possible, including off-site facilities that will process ore from this project. The EIS should 
describe the equipment included in the system to condense, capture, and/or treat HAPs, including 
mercury, and reduce their emissions. It should also discuss how these measures are effective in 
removing HAPs and making it unavailable for release into the environment. The EIS should also 
note how any condensed or captured mercury would be recycled, sold, or disposed. 

4. The EIS should discuss the likely fate and transport of mercury air emissions from the 
proposed project and describe the cumulative amount of mercury that is annually emitted to the 
air from gold mines in northern Nevada. 

5. The EIS should describe the HAPs monitoring that would be conducted, including locations 
and reporting requirements. 

Climate Change 

EPA recommends that the EIS identify the cumulative contributions to greenhouse gas emissions 
that will result from implementation of the proposed project. In addition, we recommend the EIS 
discuss the potential impacts of climate change on the project. The EIS should also identify any 
specific mitigation measures needed to (I) protect the project from the effects of climate change 
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  (e.g., changes to storm magnitude or frequency), (2) reduce the project's adverse air quality 
effects, and/or (3) promote pollution prevention and environmental stewardship. 

Any sustainable design and operation measures that can be identified as reducing greenhouse 
gases should be identified in the EIS with an estimate of the greenhouse gas emissions reductions 
that would result if measures were implemented, and the EIS should indicate whether these 
measures would be required. Attention should be paid to explaining the quality of each 
greenhouse gas mitigation measure- including its permanence, verifiability and enforceability. 
We offer the following potential measures for the BLM's consideration: 

• Incorporate alternative energy components into the project such as on-site distributed 
generation systems, solar thermal hot water heating, etc.; 

• [ncorporate recovery and reuse, leak detection, pollution control devices, maintenance of 
equipment, product substitution and reduction in quantity used or generated; 

• Include use of alternative transportation fuels, biodiesel, electric vehicles, ethanol, etc. 
during construction and operation if applicable; 

• Commit to using high efficiency diesel particulate filters on new and existing diesel 
engines to provide nearly 99.9% reductions of black carbon emissions. 

Vegetation and Wildlife 

1. The BLM should work closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
Nevada Division of Wildlife to determjne potential impacts of the project on plant and wildlife 
species, especially species classified rare, threatened, or endangered on either state or federal 
lists. The EIS should include the following information: 

• Identify all petitioned and listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat, as 
well as sensitive species, that might occur within the project area; 

• Identify all species or critical habitat that could potentially be directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively affected by each alternative; 

• Discuss how surveys were conducted for each species, the findings of each survey, and 
all follow-up surveys and monitoring that would be conducted before, during, and/or after 
mining occurs; 

• Include the biological assessment by reference or as an appendix, if one is prepared; and 
• If a biological opinion is prepared by the USFWS, it should be summarized or included 

as an appendix in the Final EIS to demonstrate that the preferred alternative is consistent 
with the biological opinion. 

2. The EIS should discuss the mitigation measures that would be taken to prevent exposure of 
migratory waterfowl and other wildlife to any toxic solutions or spills. If pit lakes would form 
after mine closure, an ecological risk assessment should be conducted, and the EIS should 
include a summary of its findings. The EIS should discuss the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures to protect wildlife, and indicate how they would be implemented and enforced. 
Describe maintenance requirements and monitoring to ensure their effectiveness. 

3. The EIS should identify non-jurisdictional wetland and riparian habitat as well as other 
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  unique or important habitat areas that could be attected by each alternative, and describe their 
functions and values and the acreages likely to be affected. Specifically, the EIS should discuss 
the function and value ofthe Big Spring wetland for local wildlife and the potential adverse 
effects to these functions and values. The EIS should discuss avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation of losses or modification of habitat and plant and animal species composition, and 
address opportunities for improving the quality and quantity of these areas in designing facilities. 
Mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid habitat losses due to the 
lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful mitigation. We recommend that the 
EIS include a detailed mitigation plan, such as that recommended in "Waters of the U.S." above, 
for replacement of important habitat adversely affected by the proposed project. 

Mine Closure and Reclamation 

1. The EIS should describe and discuss the following components of mine reclamation: 

• A detailed account of measures that would be taken to decommission mine operations 
and stabilize and revegetate slopes, waste rock facilities, heap leach pads, tailings, roads 
and other areas; 

• Identification (including estimated acreage) ofthe areas targeted for reclamation, and 
description of the intended degree of treatment in each area; 

• Estimation of any irrigation requirements; 
• Timing of reclamation relative to mining operations and duration of reclamation 

treatment; 
• Standards for determining and means of assuring successful reclamation; and 
• Means of assuring that all maintenance required for reclaimed areas would continue after 

operations cease or while operations are suspended. 

2. The EIS should describe the availability, properties, and sources of growth medium, discuss 
how gro~1h medium would be applied to disturbed areas, and identify any additional measures 
(e.g., amendments) that may be needed to ensure successful reclamation and revegetation of the 
project site. 

3. We recommend that revegetation be accomplished with only native species indigenous to the 
area in order to restore the ecosystem to as natural a state as possible after mine closure. We also 
recommend that revegetation success be monitored and enforced for at least five years following 
revegetation efforts. First or second year success in meeting the revegetation standards is not 
necessarily indicative of long-term success. 

4. The EIS should describe the reclamation and closure of the heap leach pads, waste rock piles, 
and other facilities, including capping/covers, drain down facilities, chemistry and fate of drain 
down fluids, and projected drain down times. The EIS should describe in detail how drain down 
fluids from leach pads would be captured, treated, and/or controlled over the closure and/or post­
closure period. If the project would involve the use of evapotranspiration cells to handle heap 
leach drain down during heap closure, the EIS should describe the design and operation of this 
system. The EIS should discuss the fate and transport of cyanide and the other constituents in the 
heaps over the course of closure and post-closure, and address the ecological risks posed by the 
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  evapotranspiration cells. 

S. EPA recommends that the EIS discuss the reclamation bonding requirements and amounts for 
the proposed project and alternatives. The viability of the bond can be a critical factor in 
whether a project is environmentally acceptable. Therefore, this information should be disclosed 
in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS should also discuss how BLM can modify the bond during the 
course of operations if temporary, long-term, or perpetual treatment and/or remediation needs are 
discovered during operations. In addition to determining the actual cost of reclamation, the bond 
calculation should consider the extra expense of taking over reclamation at a critical time during 
operations, such as when the water balance is high and surplus water must be treated, or when 
environmental or reclamation measures have not been successful in controlling pollution and 
must be redone. The EIS should describe bonding requirements and other measures that BLM 
and .State regulators have in place to ensure funds would be immediately available should the 
mine operator or its insurer be unable to fund the required reclamation or closure activities. 

6. We recommend that the EIS discuss provisions that would be made under each alternative for 
post-operation surveillance to ensure that site closure and stabilization have been effective. 
Describe the mitigation actions that would be taken should destabilization or contamination be 
detected, and identify who would be responsible for these actions. 

7. The Draft EIS should also discuss whether long-term post-closure monitoring and 
management of the mine may be necessary to ensure protection of resources such as groundwater 
and surface water quality. The Draft EIS should describe these activities, indicate the projected 
costs for these activities, and discuss any requirements BLM would impose on the mine operator 
to establish a trust fund or other funding mechanism to ensure post-closure care, in accordance 
with 43 CFR 3809.552(c). The EIS should describe all long-term, post-closure monitoring and 
management measures needed to protect surface water and groundwater from seepage and/or 
leachate from waste rock, pit wall rock, leach piles, stockpiles, and other mine facilities. The EIS 
should describe the implementation monitoring procedures, as well as enforcement mechanisms 
by either BLM or other appropriate regulators should the mine operator fail to properly follow 
the plan. The Draft EIS should also indicate the projected costs for these activities, and discuss 
any requirements, such as 43 CFR 3809.552(c), that BLM or the State regulator would impose 
on the mine operator to establish a trust fund or other funding mechanism to ensure post-closure 
care. 

8. The financial assurance necessary to fund all post-closure activities must be kept current as 
conditions change at the mine, and the permitting agency should ensure that the form of the 
financial assurance does not depend on the continued financial health of the mine operator or its 
parent corporation. The Draft EIS should include a general description of the long-term funding 
mechanism that BLM would require. The mechanics of the fund are critical to determining 
whether sufficient funds would be available to implement the post-closure plan and reduce the 
possibility of long-term contamination problems. The discussion in the Draft EIS should include 
the following information: 

• Requirements for timing of payments into the trust fund; 
• How to ensure the trust fund would be bankruptcy remote; 
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  • Acceptable financial instruments (such as those specified in 43 C.FR 3!W9.555); 
• Tax status of the trust fund; 
• Identify the trust fund beneficiaries; and 
• Identify the operator with responsibility/liability for financial assurance at this site. 

(f the potential impacts of the project would necessitate a long-term trust fund, EPA believes this 
information is essential in the Draft EIS because it could make the. difference between a project 
sufficiently managed over the long-term by the site operator, or an unfunded/under-funded 
contaminated site that becomes a liability for the Federal government. In the absence of an 
appropriate guarantee, EPA could consider a project unacceptable if it could result in 
unmitigated impacts exceeding environmental standards on a long-term basis. 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice addresses disproportionate adverse impacts of 
federal actions on minority and low-income populations. The EIS should identify minority and 
low-income populations, and address whether the alternatives would cause any disproportionate 
adverse impact, such as displacement, changes in existing resources or access, or community 
disruption. The document should also explore potential mitigation measures for any adverse 
environmental justice effects. ·The EIS should describe the measures taken by the BLM to: ( 1) 
fully analyze the environmental effects of the proposed Federal action on minority communities 
and low-income populations; and (2) present opportunities for affected communities to provide 
input into the NEP A process. The EIS should state whether the analysis meets requirements of 
your agency's environmental justice strategy. 

Government -to-Government Consultation 

We recommend that the EIS discuss BLM' s consultation with all Native American tribal 
governments that could be potentially affected by the proposed project or may have resources 
(e.g., traditional cultural properties, groundwater resources) that could be affected. The 
principals for interactions with tribal governments are outlined in an April29, 1994, presidential 
memorandum and Executive Order 13175, dated November 6, 2000. It is important that formal 
government-to-government consultation take place early in the scoping phase of the project to 
ensure that all issues are adequately addressed in the Draft EIS. 

Land Use 

If the project area is currently grazed, the EIS should describe the potential impacts to livestock 
grazing in the project vicinity and discuss whether reduction in forage would necessitate a 
reduction in livestock grazing in the area for the duration of the project and/or after mine closure 
and reclamation. Identify any other special uses that would be displaced by the proposed project 
and discuss the proposed project's specific potential impacts to these uses. 
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  Pollution Prevention 

Pursuant to the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, 

"pollution should be prevented or reduced at the source whenever feasible; pollution that 
cannot be prevented should be recycled in an environmentally safe manner, whenever 
feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled should be treated in an 
environmentally safe manner whenever feasible; and disposal or other release into the 
environment should be employed only as a last resort and should be conducted in an 
environmentally safe manner." 

There are significant opportunities for industry to reduce or prevent pollution at the source 
through cost-effective changes in production, operation, and raw materials use. Such changes 
offer mining companies substantial savings in reduced raw material, pollution control, and 
liability costs as well as help protect the environment and reduce risks to worker health and 
safety. We recommend that BLM and the mining company actively pursue better pol1ution 
prevention techniques to prevent or reduce pollution at the proposed mine. 

Cumulative Impacts 

According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEP A, a 
cumulative impact is " ... the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individualJy minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time." [40 CFR ' 1508.7]. 

Cumulative impacts analyses are important to the EIS as they describe the threats to resources as 
a whole. Understanding cumulative impacts can illuminate opportunities for minimizing those 
threats. The EIS should describe the potential cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
project and alternatives, as well as the methodology used to assess them. Guidance on how to 
analyze cumulative impacts has been published by the CEQ 1 and EPA.2 In addition, you may 
also wish to refer to http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/cumulative guidance/purpose.htm. This cumulative 
impact guidance was prepared by the California Department of Transportation, the Federal 
Highway Administration, and EPA Region 9 for transportation projects in California. However, 
the principles and the 8-step process in this guidance can be applied to other types of projects, 
both within and outside of California. We recommend the principles and steps in this guidance to 
other agencies as a systematic way to analyze cumulative impacts for their projects. 

'Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policv Act, Council on Environmental 

Quality, January 1997. http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa!ccenepa/ccenepa.htm 

2Consideration of Cumulative ~mpacts in EPA Review ofNEPA Documents, U.S.EPA, May 1999. 

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nepa/index.html · 
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  We have the following recommendations for structuring cumulative impacts analyses: 

• The description of the affected environment should focus on each affected resource or 
ecosystem. Determination of the affected environment should not be based on a 
predetermined geographic area, but rather on perception of meaningful impacts and 
natural boundaries. 

• Focus on resources of concern, i.e., those resources that are Aat risk@ and/or are 
significantly affected by the proposed project, before mitigation. Identify which 
resources are analyzed, which ones are not, and why; 

• Identify all other on-going, planned, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the study 
area, not just mining projects, which may contribute to cumulative impacts. Where 
studies exist on the environmental impacts of these other projects, use these studies as a 
source for quantifying cumulative impacts; 

• Include appropriate baselines for the resources of concern with an explanation as to why 
those baselines were selected; and 

• When cumulative impacts occur, mitigation should be proposed. Clearly state who will 
be responsible for mitigation measures and how mitigation implementation will be 
ensured. 
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Categorized Comments from Public Comment Letters 
 
As described in Section 2.2, comments were categorized by subject. Table D-1 explains the 
categories used in Table D-2, which contains the issues and concerns identified in the public 
comments above. 
 
Table D-1 Comment Categories 

Code General Issue Category 
ALT Alternatives to Proposed Action (development or additional) 
AQ Air Quality 
CR Cultural Resources 

CUM Cumulative Effects 
ECO General Ecological Resources 

EJ Environmental Justice 
GEO Geology and Minerals 
HAZ Hazardous and Solid Waste Materials 
INF Request for additional information 
LST Add to mailing list 
LUA Land Use and Access 
MISC Miscellaneous 
MIT Mitigation, Environmental Protection Measures, Design Features 
NAC Native American Concerns 
NEG General comment, negative, non-substantive 
NS Noise 

OOS Out of scope 
PA Proposed Action 

PAL Paleontological Resources 
PN Purpose of and Need for Project 

POS General comment, positive, non-substantive 
PRO Process (comments referring to scoping or NEPA process) 
REC Recreation 
RNG Livestock Grazing (including rangeland health, grazing, wild horses and burros) 
SAF Public Health and Safety 
SD Special Designations (including wilderness, WSAs, ACECs, DWMAs, etc.) 

SOIL Soil Resources 
SOC Socioeconomics 
SSS Special Status Species (plants and animals) 

TRAN Transportation 
VEG Vegetation (not including listed or sensitive species) 
VR Visual Resources 

WHB Wild Horses and Burros 
WLF Wildlife (not including listed or sensitive species) and Wildlife Habitat 
WTR Water Resources 
RCL Reclamation 
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Table D-2 Categorized Scoping Comments 
Code Comment Letter Comment 

SOC/VEG 
HAZ 

NEWMONT HAS A POLLUTION RECORD ALL OVER THIS WORLD OF 
POLLUTING HORRIBLY AND STIFFING AND SCAMMING THE 
PEOPLE WHO LIVE NI AN AREA 

1 1 

WHB The wild horses need this land 1 2 

WTR Water will be polluted with toxic chemicals so that this land will be scorched 
destroyed land 1 3 

SOC 

This expansion will allow for additional high paying jobs in a county that is 
providing opportunity for many Nevada families, plus it will bring badly 
needed property/ mineral/ use and sales taxes to the county, which will help 
ensure a steady income to meet the needs of its residents. 

2 1 

SOC I have seen what mining has done for this community and “mining works” for 
the county. 3 1 

SOC The Board supports this project and the social and economic benefits it will 
bring to Elko County. 4 1 

WTR/ 
WLF/ 
VEG  

1. Mining, especially for gold, is just not as important as preserving ground 
water from contamination. 
2. Mining is responsible for so much despoilation in the west; no more should 
be allowed. 
3. The ground water must not be exposed to the inevitable and harmful effects 
of gold mining, spoiling the natural environment for the fauna and flora of the 
region---and that includes human beings, as well as their stock. 

5 1 

SOC 
I believe and ask the BLM that the positive economic benefits of this project to 
the residents of the surrounding communities, counties, states, and the rest of 
the country should be evaluated and published. 

6 1 

SOC 

This letter is being written in support of Newmont Mining Corporation of 
Elko. This company is a valued member of the greater community of Elko 
County. They are generous in contributing to various entities. They provide 
well-paying jobs to members of the community, provide their employees with 
various healthcare benefits, and are just a wonderful company to have here. 

7 1 

WTR 
…the City of West Wendover received a grant from NDEP to complete a 
drinking water source protection plan…BLM acknowledge the DWSPP and 
committed itself to including it in the Resource Management Plan. 

8 1 

WTR 

…Johnson Spring was included in Protection Zone 2 (PZ2) of the DWSPP. 
Along with Protection Zone 1, which is defined as a 100-foot radius around 
the spring, PZ2 represents a protection zone of the highest priority in which 
potential contamination sources must be either prevented, or managed properly 
to prevent contamination. In fact, recent data and analyses completed by the 
applicant and made available to the Cities show that the area comprising PZX2 
should be much larger. 

8 2 

ALT/ 
WTR 

The fact that much of the operation was clustered around the spring gave the 
committee much cause for concern. ...it appeared to some committee members 
that the applicant had not even considered the protection of Johnson Spring in 
its proposed PoO 

8 3 

WTR 

…The applicant has proposed drilling a well in the Morris Basin, located on 
the east side of Goshute Valley approximately ten miles south of the Cities' 
existing Shafter Well Field. …but there is no guarantee that a sustainable 
source of high quality drinking water equivalent to the spring is attainable 
there. 

8 4 
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Code Comment Letter Comment 

WTR 

Even if there were guarantees that the groundwater resources in the Morris 
Basin were sustainable, the Cities' significant investment in the rehabilitation 
of the spring and replacement of miles of transmission pipeline brings with it, 
through financing conditions with the USDA, an obligation to utilize the 
improvements until the USDA loans are paid. Thus, replacing the spring is not 
just a matter of replacing its quality and flow. 

8 5 

ALT/ 
WTR 

The applicant proposed to implement BMPs to protect the environment in the 
affected area, yet BMPs aren't foolproof. …It is the opinion of the Cities that 
avoidance should be the preferred BMP incorporated into the proposed PoO to 
protect Johnson Spring. 

8 6 

WTR 

The attached exhibit (Sheet 1) is a composite showing the proposed PoO 
project plan overlain by PZ2 of the DWSPP which shows the proposed open 
pit mine located partially within PX2. Other project facilities, such as 
administrative offices and maintenance facilities are proposed to be located 
entirely within PZ2. 

8 7 

WTR 

Maintaining sufficient vertical separation between the static water level in the 
bedrock aquifer and the bottom of the pit is essential to protect the spring. 
…The Cities recommends a minimum vertical separation of 200 feet. This 
would place the bottom of the pit at elevation 5900 MSL and provide a buffer 
between the highly disruptive mining activities proposed in the PoO and the 
bedrock aquifer. 

8 8 

ALT 

Project Facilities within and near PZ2: …there is no reason for the applicant to 
locate other project facilities within PZ2….even the cyanide heap leach 
facility, stockpile area, and landfills should be located east of the bedrock 
aquifer in the alluvial fill, not within the capture zone of the spring. The Cities 
recommend a minimum horizontal separation from the spring of 2 miles for 
any project facilities, other than the open pit mine, which is located above the 
bedrock aquifer. 

8 9 

WTR 
The Cities are extremely concerned with the impact pumping the volume of 
water required from a well at this location [one mile south-southeast of 
Johnson Spring] will have on Johnson Spring. 

8 10 

ALT …the Cities recommend the water supply well for the mine be located at least 
4 miles south of Johnson Spring and the mine. 8 11 

SOC The Board of council strongly supports the project and hopes as development 
progresses, the City of Wells will prosper. 9 1 

SOC 

…the Long Canyon Project will add much-needed stimulation to the local 
economy by increasing the tax base of Elko County. Additional positive 
impacts to the local region will occur from providing employment at a time 
when much of the State and nation are suffering from loss of jobs. 

10 1 

SOC 

The positive economic impact of this project on Wells and West Wendover in 
particular will bring much needed growth to those areas as well as to Elko and 
to the County. For West Wendover, the project allows diversification from 
their primary industry of gaming and will spur growth in many other areas of 
need. For Wells, the project also spurs growth in other areas of need such as 
retail, health care, etc. and diversifies their economic base. 

10 2 

VR We do not believe there should be any requirements for the viewshed. 10 3 

WTR 

Though we believe generally the project is consistent with responsible mining 
activities in the region we do understand that there are potential water resource 
impacts related to the West Wendover Johnson Springs Water System and that 
mitigation measures with West Wendover are needed. 

10 4 

SOC 

…the Long Canyon Project will add much-needed stimulation to the local 
economy by increasing the tax base of Elko County. Additional positive 
impacts to the local region will occur from providing employment at a time 
when much of the State and nation are suffering from loss of jobs. 

11 1 
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Code Comment Letter Comment 
VR We do not believe there should be any requirements for the viewshed. 11 2 

WTR 

Though we believe generally the project is consistent with responsible mining 
activities in the region we do understand that there are potential water resource 
impacts related to the West Wendover Johnson Springs Water System and that 
mitigation measures with West Wendover are needed. 

11 3 

SD I hope that the wilderness character of this land is not destroyed by the Long 
Canyon Mine. 12 1 

WLF what plan is there to protect the region’s flora and fauna, migration patters of 
wildlife, and spring water? 12 2 

SSS There may be sensitive species in the region that need protection as well. 12 3 
AQ/ VEG/ 

WTR 
How will gaseous emissions from all mines facilities and vehicles affect the 
environment? 12 4 

PA The project needs to have a restoration plan for all aspects of the mine 
including an alternative for backfilling of the open pit. 12 5 

ALT/ 
REC 

I would like to see the BLM examine how this project will affect recreation 
use in the area including solitude in the environment and hunting. 12 6 

CR/ NAC 

Does the project/BLM have any mitigation plans for the effects of mining on 
the historical and archeological artifacts of the region? Has the project and 
BLM consulted the Western Shoshone people? I understand also that the treaty 
of Ruby Valley is still in force and so if project is within land outlined in the 
Treat of Ruby Valley, mineral rights were reserved and therefore continue to 
belong to the Western Shoshone Nation. Please address this issue 

12 7 

CUM 
The EIS should also examine how the various impacts of this new mine will 
add to the collective impacts of other ecosystem disturbing the projects in the 
region. 

12 8 

SD I hope that the wilderness character of this land is not destroyed by the Long 
Canyon Mine. 13 1 

WLF/VE
G/ WTR 

what plan is there to protect the region’s flora and fauna, migration patterns of 
wildlife, and spring water? 13 2 

SSS There may be sensitive species in the region that need protection as well. 13 3 

AQ How will gaseous emissions from all mines facilities and vehicles affect the 
environment? 13 4 

ALT/PA The project needs to have a restoration plan for all aspects of the mine 
including an alternative for backfilling of the open pit. 13 5 

REC I would like to see the BLM examine how this project will affect recreation 
use in the area including solitude in the environment and hunting. 13 6 

CR/ NAC 

Does the project/BLM have any mitigation plans for the effects of mining on 
the historical and archeological artifacts of the region? Has the project and 
BLM consulted the Western Shoshone people? I understand also that the treaty 
of Ruby Valley is still in force and so if project is within land outlined in the 
Treat of Ruby Valley, mineral rights were reserved and therefore continue to 
belong to the Western Shoshone Nation. Please address this issue. We would 
also like the historical value of the surrounding area respected and protected.  
…This is near the original Continental Railroad project and numerous historic 
sites along the various wagon train routes.  We should not allow destruction of 
these areas.  History cannot be restore once destroyed. 

13 7 

CUM 
The EIS should also examine how the various impacts of this new mine will 
add to the collective impacts of other ecosystem disturbing the projects in the 
region. 

13 8 
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Code Comment Letter Comment 

ALT/ AQ 

What are the milling plans for the ore?  Please address the long term effects of 
transporting to existing milling operations or the impact of the construction of 
yet another mercury emitting and coal fired milling operation.  The gray haze 
at ground level each day downwind from Valmy and Newmont’s two 
additional coal power plants on the Horseshoe and TS Lazy Ranches is 
inexcusable! 

13 9 

SOIL Minimize the Substantial Amount of Grading, Digging and Erosion that Will 
Forever Change the Natural Topography and Beauty of the Ecosystem. 14 1 

SOIL 

The project will use an estimated 4,000 acre feet of water annually during start 
up and 2,300 per year during operations which has the potential to cause 
substantial erosion and damage to the natural environment (Plan Page 31).  
However, the section on “Erosion and Sediment Control Measures” on pages 
43-44 is only four sentences long and provides few specifics on the effective 
control of erosion at the site. 

14 2 

RCL  the Plan of Operations is vague on the specific reclamation measures and 
accompanying enforcement processes. 14 3 

PA/ SOIL 

Monitoring Processes Need to Be Implemented to Regulate Additional Drill 
Sites and Remediation of Past Drill Sites: ... The plan appears to give 
Newmont carte blanc to establish new drill sites that could greatly exceed the 
drilling and grading called for in the plan of operations.  We ask that the BLM 
set up a process for approving and monitoring these drill sites, as well as the 
effective remediation of past drill sites to ensure that the company is not given 
free rein to drill as much as it wants without regard for the natural 
environment. 

14 4 

VEG 

Reduce the Amount of Tree and Vegetation Removal at the Site Which Will 
Never Be Restored to Its Current Condition:  The project states that its goal is 
to “minimize project-related impacts to vegetation and riparian zones” (page 
43) and “reclamation and revegetation will be implemented as soon as 
practical for long term stability and erosion control.”  We ask that the BLM 
monitor this to ensure that this is in fact undertaken to a satisfactory level. 

14 5 

HAZ 

Implement Safeguards and Mitigation Measures to Prevent the Pollution of the 
Natural Environment:  The project calls for the use of a large number of 
hazardous chemicals, such as cyanide, sulfuric acid antifreeze, and solvents, 
but is vague and lacks specifics on what mitigation measures and enforcement 
processes will be used to ensure that these chemicals do not damage the 
environment and remediation activities that will take place in the event of a 
spill or leakage.  The plan references two appendixes (Appendix C, Spill 
Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan and Appendix B, Emergency 
Response Plan) (Plan page 38) but these appendixes were not available online 
and no mention is made of monitoring and enforcement by the BLM to ensure 
that these plans are in fact followed and what enforcement mechanisms are in 
place in the event that they are not adhered to.  We encourage BLM to 
implement and undertake effective safeguards to ensure that these pollution 
prevention plans are adhered to. 

14 6 
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Code Comment Letter Comment 

WLF 

Minimize the Disruption of the Natural Habit of Wildlife Species and 
Implement Monitoring Processes and Mitigation Measures to Achieve this 
Goal:  The project plan states provides very few specifics on “wildlife 
mitigation” measures in only a few short paragraphs on page 59.  What will be 
done if significant disruption is caused to wildlife habitats during the project?  
The plan notes that the “Big Springs ranch property will provide opportunities 
for wildlife habitat enhancement” but this is a postage stamp-size plot 
compared to the impact area.  What are the other wild life enhancement 
opportunities mentioned in the plan that are not elaborated on at all?  Will 
these mitigation measures be sufficient and who will monitor them to ensure 
that they are undertaken?   
 
The plan also states that Newmont will internally monitor the project area on a 
weekly basis for the mortality of wildlife, but what will be done if mortality 
cases are encountered?  Who will determine what is an acceptable level of 
mortality and what adjustments should be made to prevent additional deaths of 
wildlife in the area? 

14 7 

RCL 

Implement Restoration and Mitigation Measures to Restore the Site to Its 
Natural State:  The Plan calls for Newmont to submit a “Reclamation Plan and 
Final Permanent Closure Plan” at some distant date that will outline 
reclamation activities (page 50).  Given the substantial impact to the natural 
environment that this project has, we encourage the BLM to require Newmont 
to provide more specifics on what this plan will contain to ensure that enough 
is done to return the area to its natural state to the greatest extent possible.  
Page 67 says that Newmont will monitor the reclamation success but we are 
interested to know what will be done by the BLM to provide an independent 
check on Newmont’s evaluation of “reclamation success”?  What will happen 
if Newmont fails to sufficiently remediate the area and implement its closure 
plan? 

14 8 

WTR Concerns that I have include the excessive amount of water such a mine would 
use that is now important to wildlife in the area… 15 1 

CR Concerns that I have include … the ancient archeological sites that could be 
disturbed by this activity. 15 2 

WTR 

the only reasonable approach is for Newmont Mining to drill new wells in an 
area where they believe that water would be available.  This new source 
should then be proven with regard to flow and water quality.  The next step 
would be to extract water from the Johnson springs area and test the flow rate 
and water level of the new Newmont drilled wells.  Only after a proven water 
source of equal or better flow and quality has been established should the 
mining efforts be allowed to proceed.  Cost, of course, is also a factor.  A 
replacement source at a higher cost should be considered in the financial 
agreement. I do not believe that the project should proceed on good faith or 
promises as those will be worthless if a replacement water source has not been 
proven. 

16 1 

POS 
The Wells Chamber of Commerce would like to voice our support for the long 
Canyon EIS. The Wells Chamber of Commerce is looking forward to working 
with the Long Canyon Project as it goes forward. 

17 1 

WTR 

There needs to be an assessment of water use compared to available resources 
and existing water needs (both human and non-human; including vegetative), 
and potential impacts to Big Spring and Johnson Springs System – a local 
natural resource. 

18 1 
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WTR 

A complete characterization of the surface waters and springs and an 
understanding of groundwater movement is needed. To achieve this end, at 
least one year of monthly samples followed by quarterly samples, as a 
baseline. There should have been recorded water level data in every 
exploration bore-hole collected. An adequate number of those boreholes 
should become monitoring wells and there should be a minimum 2 years of 
hydrologic baseline collected. 
Complete assay analysis is also needed to include Safe Drinking Water and 
Nevada Dept. of Environmental Protection standards. 
Changes in water dynamics need to be examined as to how local flora and 
fauna will be affected; potential loss of springs or changes in the water table, 
for example. Analysis must address whether the springs are on wildlife 
migratory routes, and, if so, how migrations will be affected. 

18 2 

WTR 

The geochemistry of waste rock, heap leach ore, and tailings must be 
thoroughly analyzed for potential acid production, including crystallographic 
analysis to determine the extent of fracturing expected upon blasting. In this 
regard the full range of static and kinetic tests need to be preformed: determine 
the NAPP and NAG values, for example. There must be a contingency plan 
accounting for markedly varying acid generation capacity as the mining 
proceeds that is not expected from preliminary testing. 

18 3 

PA/ RCL 
There must be a reclamation plan that includes how the mine will deal with the 
occurrence of leaks in the waste water containment system; mill tailings pond, 
heap/leach, and waste rock. 

18 4 

VEG Analysis of the potential loss of riparian areas is also necessary. 18 5 

AQ 
The ore and waste rock needs to be analyzed for mercury content. There needs 
to be a mercury capture plan with anticipated mercury emissions. Analysis of 
environmental impacts from expected mercury emissions is also needed. 

18 6 

AQ 

discuss impacts from fugitive emission off of heap leach, tailings, and waste 
rock facilities. Work publicly presented in November 2009, measured these 
mercury emissions determining that they are not insignificant. Two mines 
were used in the study, Twin Creeks (Newmont) and Cortez-Pipeline 
(Barrick), where it was estimated that the fugitive emissions accounted for 
19% (12 to 21%) and 17% (15 to 31%) of total at Twin Creeks and Cortez-
Pipeline respectively. Thus, according to this analysis the increase in 
emissions due to fugitive emissions was calculated at 23% (13 to 27%) and 
20% (17 to 46%) for the mines respectively. 

18 7 

AQ GBRW does not accept any argument that these fugitive mercury emissions 
cannot be estimated and therefore are unknowable 18 8 

AQ 

discuss impacts from fugitive emission off of heap leach, tailings, and waste 
rock facilities. Work publicly  
Analysis and mitigation of other gaseous emissions (such as sulfur oxides, 
nitrogen oxides, etc.) from all mine facilities and vehicles is needed. 

18 9 

AQ 
In light of pending regulations on carbon dioxide (greenhouse gas) releases, 
the draft EIS should analyze the project’s contribution to carbon dioxide and 
other significant greenhouse gas emissions. 

18 10 

AQ 

The expected amount of airborne particles as dust or diesel vehicular 
emissions from all aspects of the project needs to be determined with 
concentrations for varying wind factors. Impacts of the “dust” should be 
evaluated for inhalation health impacts, visibility impairment, and resettling on 
surface water and vegetation. In the case of resettling on surface water there 
should be a chemical analysis of the dust to determine whether the dust could 
have an adverse effects on the chemistry of the water. In general, there needs 
to be a plan for dust control. 

18 11 
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WLF/ SSS 

A full inventory of the loss of plant and animal species, examining both 
estimated numbers and specie variation needs to be done as a result of land 
disturbance, waste rock, heal leach, and tailings coverage. In particular any 
sensitive species like Sage Grouse need to be thoroughly considered. It is our 
understanding that the Pequops range is home to a rare specie of snail, O. 
strigosa depressa, which is discussed by Mark L. Ports in a 2004 paper.2 An 
analysis of the impact to this specie should not be overlooked. 

18 12 

WLF/ SSS according to the 2006 Scorecard of the Nevada Natural Heritage Program there 
have been citings of rare and at-risk plant and animals in the North Pequops… 18 13 

AQ Analysis should be done to determine whether the land disturbances could 
change the local microclimate. 18 14 

WLF 

An understanding of migratory routes needs to be resolved, and the impacts of 
the loss of these migratory routes from the various land disturbances should be 
addressed. … BLM needs to produce a solid evaluation of the proposed 
mitigation strategy for this 
(and any other) migratory route including data of how similar mitigation 
methods have been effective elsewhere. 

18 15 

VR There also needs to be an analysis of whether the loss of scenic views will 
affect economic and ecological viability of the area. 18 16 

ALT/ 
RCL 

A complete restoration plan for all aspects of the mine needs to be detailed. 
The draft EIS should contain an alternative for backfilling of the open  pit. A 
plan for restoring the landscape to as close as possible to the pre-mining 
appearance should be developed. Again, due to the attractive character of the 
land the backfilling option needs to be fully explored. The reclamation plan 
should assume that people will at some point in the future will be in and 
around the open pit and thus they need to be at least reclaimed so they are not 
dangerous to human intrusion. 

18 17 

SD/ RCL 
BLM must provide a detailed mitigation plan for impacts on wilderness 
character, and assure sufficient reclamation so that these lands will not be 
closed to wilderness study or designation in the future due to this mine project. 

18 18 

REC/ 
CUM 

BLM needs to identify key recreational (especial non-motorized) areas that are 
in the cumulative impacts region of the project to determine strategies for 
mining that will not undermine the recreational aspects of the lands. One area 
we are aware of is the Six Mile Canyon, and there are undoubtedly other areas. 

18 19 

NAC/ CR/ 
CUM 

The project area must be surveyed for historical and archeological artifacts, 
and mitigation plans must be developed for any of these sites. 18 20 

CR 

The BLM must analyze the cumulative impact to the ability of Native 
Americans to fully practice the traditional religions within the study area (at 
least as defined by the mines delineated on page two above). The analysis 
must include both known sacred and spiritual sites as well as traditional food 
and medicine gathering, important components of traditional practice. 

18 21 

NAC 

In the event that the project is within land outlined in the Treaty of Ruby 
Valley, between the United States and the Western Shoshone Nation, mineral 
rights were reserved and therefore continue to belong to the  Western 
Shoshone Nation. The use of “gradual encroachment” is not a legally valid 
method of title transfer or extinguishment under existing federal law or 
recognized standards of human rights. ...Thus, the project must seek 
consultation and permission from the Western Shoshone on their lands. 

18 22 

AQ/ CUM 
could mercury emissions from the mine when taken together with other 
mercury sources in the region result in mercury exceedence according to the 
Clean Air Act. 

18 23 

VEG/ 
CUM/ 
NAC 

does the mine disturbance further impair  the regional ecosystem resulting in 
seriously threatening fauna and/or flora. The cumulative impact analysis needs 
to address cultural traditions as well, such as the pine nut harvest. 

18 24 
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CUM 

mining exploration on the west side of the range and given that Newmont has 
purchased extensive mining claims along the North Pequops it is highly likely 
that additional mining operations are possible. BLM must evaluate any 
potential for future mining and other projects and how the wilderness character 
of the lands would be affected, and if so, a mitigation plan that will allow these 
lands to be available for wilderness as they are now. 

18  

SOC 

analyze the positive impact of employment from 300-500 jobs (both direct and 
indirect) that will be provided by the Long Canyon project. In this period when 
the economy of the nation is ailing and is slow to recover, the potential for 
creation of high paying jobs with substantial benefits is badly needed. 

19 1 

WTR 
The project would not have the potential to create acid drainage and alternative 
water sources for the Cities of Wendover and West Wendover can be provided 
to offset any impact the project may have on the Big Springs water source. 

19 2 

WLF Observations made while working in and around minesites for a number of 
years indicate wildlife does utilize operating minesites extensively. 19 3 

SD 

I am concerned that such an operation would be detrimental to the `wilderness` 
characteristics of the Pequots. While not technically a designated `wilderness` 
are as such, the BLM has determined that the area has possess characteristics 
worthy of such protection. 

20 1 

SS/ WLF To what extent will this sizeable project disrupt the fauna/flora of the Pequots, 
specifically that of mule deer, sage grouse and bats? 20 2 

WTR/ 
WLF/ 
VEG 

To what extent will the local water aquifers be depleted, thus adversely 
affecting the flora/fauna populations of the area? 20 3 

SD 

By allowing mining companies to radically alter...i.e. destroy... the integrity of 
such lands, not only denies future generations the chance to appreciate them, 
but points to the failure of federal agencies i.e. BLM/USFS to adequately 
defend and protect lands that by their very nature belong to all Americans. 

20 4 

SOC/ 
WTR 

The City of West Wendover (City) has borrowed extensively ($5.3 million) 
and has also received over $1 million in grant funding from USDA Rural 
Development to make improvements to Johnson Spring, the Shafter well(s), 
and transmission lines from both sources to the City. The agency is concerned 
that if Johnson Springs is adversely impacted as a source of water, the City 
may have to contend with obtaining or being provided a different source of 
water with unknown quality or quantity. The agency has concerns that the City 
may permanently lose access to and use of what has proven to be a reliable, 
long-term source of high quality drinking water; further, the agency is 
concerned about retaining the quality of the water at the site, again forcing 
costs in either accessing a new source of water or more extensive treatment of 
Johnson Spring water. 

21 1 

SOC/ 
WTR 

If the City has to utilize a new well source this will add additional operational 
costs that are not currently being incurred to obtain water from Johnson 
Springs. These costs, in addition to paying off debt for unused facilities, will 
place an economic burden on the City that will be passed along to the 
residents. 

21 2 

SOC 

the City has had to borrow funds to develop many portions of its community 
infrastructure, not only its water system. West Wendover has incurred 
indebtedness with USDA Rural Development of over $18 million across 
thirteen projects since 1995 for community facilities and infrastructure. Thus, 
not only may the effects of the mining operations force the City and its 
residents to pay more for potentially lesser quality water, or even force it to 
abandon facilities for which it must continue to repay debt, the City and its 
residents are already repaying a large amount of debt in which they have 
willingly invested to responsibly build their community. 

21 3 
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SOC 
An adverse impact to the community water system caused by the mining 
operations would negatively affect the City's ability to continue to grow and 
diversify its economy. 

21 4 

VR Utilize consistent lighting mitigation measures that follow “Dark Sky” lighting 
practices. 22 1 

VR Utilize building materials, colors and site placement that are compatible with 
the natural environment 22 2 

TRAN A traffic study should be done for the interchange to check geometry at 
interchange for the mine traffic and other vehicles. 23 1 

TRAN/ 
LUA 

It appears that the relocation of CR 790 will remove NDOT’s access to 
Material Site EL 87-01 (E1/2 E1/2 NE1/4 Sec 10 T36N R66E). We use the 
county road in its current location for access. The map (Figure 7) seems to 
show the new location will not touch the material site. 

23 2 

TRAN/ 
PA 

Is the eastbound off-ramp radius sufficient to accommodate equipment being 
moved to the site without changing the control of access opening width on the 
south side of IR-80? The existing control of access openings are 30’ according 
to my records. Increasing a control of access opening requires going through 
FHWA and may take time, and possibly will require permit payment of some 
sort. 

23 3 

TRAN 

Can the structure underpass on SR-233 accommodate equipment being moved 
to the site from the east? If not, what is their alternate delivery plan? Access to 
project site from IR-80 is limited to existing interchange (control of access 
fence shall not be cut). 

23 4 

TRAN New power line crossing IR-80 will need to be permitted if that power option 
is selected. 23 5 

SAF 

E2013-014 - Scoping - Long Canyon Mine Project may be subject to BWPC 
permitting associated with any of its discharges – including, but not limited to 
but not limited to well development, wastewater, Diminimis, UIC, and 
domestic sewage discharges. 

24 1 

CR 
The SHPO supports the documents submitted at this time; however, this office 
suggests that any public scoping meetings should include a discussion of the 
recently executed MOA for Section 106 compliance with this undertaking. 

25 1 

WLF/ 
VEG 

Every year thousands of Area 7 mule deer migrate from their summer ranges 
in the north to reach critical winter range habitat adjacent to the project 
boundary or further to the south where they will reside during the tough winter 
months. From the earliest conversations regarding this project location NDOW 
has voiced our concerns with this project impacting or interrupting access to 
and the use of seasonal winter ranges for mule deer. However, through the 
preliminary collaborative analysis Newmont and NDOW have made 
meaningful progress in identifying and incorporating un-impacted, naturally 
vegetated migration corridors through the Project boundaries. 

26 1 

WLF 

Newmont’s funding assistance for a deer collaring project which is helping to 
refine the design of potential migration corridors and providing meaningful 
pre-project data that maybe used as part of a monitoring program. 
Incorporation of these measures in conjunction with concurrent reclamation 
and incorporation of the existing guidance supplied within the Area 6 Mule 
Deer Working Group Habitat Management Practices (copy to be supplied) will 
be key to minimizing mine related impacts to one of Nevada’s largest and 
most important deer herds. 

26 2 
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WLF/ SSS 

NDOW also has concerns with potential project related impacts to sage grouse 
and their habitats. The pending U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service listing decision 
of this species makes it imperative for all parties to make every effort to avoid 
and minimize project related impacts. Locating project facilities such as roads 
and structures in lesser quality sage grouse habitats, like pinyon – juniper and 
salt desert shrub zones, will help minimize significant impacts to sage grouse.  
Additionally, efforts to collar sage grouse will hopefully provide spatial use 
data to further evaluate project design possibilities and eventually propose the 
most meaningful mitigation for the bird. 

26 3 

WTR …Newmont presently has no water rights appurtenant to the proposed Long 
Canyon Project which may be used for mining and milling purposes. 27 1 

WTR 

The priority of West Wendover's water rights, with Johnson Springs (also 
known as "Big Springs") as its source, is September 16, 1911. Simply put, 
certificated permit 28527, now in effect, authorizes West Wendover the first 
1.0 cubit feet per second (cfs) emanating from Johnson, a/k/a Big Springs. The 
right cannot be conflicted with or impaired by any subsequent change of any 
other right from the same source. If a conflict were to occur, Nevada water law 
requires the Nevada State Engineer to regulate the sources based upon priority. 
The result would be a curtailment or stoppage of Newmont's pumping. 
Municipal water for the citizens of West Wendover takes legal precedent over 
changes to mining and milling uses. 

27 2 

WTR 

A. Newmont has not indicated that water is available for its contemplated 
mining operations. B. Newmont has not state whether there will be impacts to 
public water supplies (Big Springs or Johnson Springs) or, if there are, how to 
mitigate them. C. Newmont has not indicated that it owns any water right that 
the Bureau of Land Management is required to confirm as suitable for mining 
purposes, and the impact when such rights are developed. 

27 3 

WTR 

Newmont has not followed the statutory water permit proceedings, as set forth 
in Chapters 533 and 534 of Nevada Revised Statutes. … 1. Newmont, 
assuming it acquired water rights from its predecessor in interest, has failed to 
comply with NRS 533.384(1) 

27 4 

WTR 
2. Assuming Newmont has acquired water rights for its contemplated mining 
operation, it has failed to file applications to change, as required by NRS 
533.325… 

27 5 

WTR 

Newmont has no water rights with which to support its mining operation. The 
Plan of Operations should therefore be stayed pending completion of any and 
all water right issues, including a fully executed Agreement between Newmont 
and West Wendover. 

27 6 

WTR 

West Wendover believes that it will be able to establish at an administrative 
hearing before the State Engineer that the contemplated development of water 
resources by Newmont would adversely affect and impair the surface water 
supply of West Wendover. 

27 7 

POS/ SOC …the Project will make a valuable contribution to the local economy. 28 1 

PRO 
Were news releases for this proposed project provided for publication in the 
Reno newspaper (Reno Gazetter Journal)? Why were public scoping meetings 
limited to Wendover, Wells, and Elko? 

29 1 

GEO Are these claims lode, millsite, or placer? 29 2 

PA 
What is the legal description of the public lands initially involved in the 
proposed project. I would like a copy of a map showing the location of the 
proposed site and support facilities. 

29 3 
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SOC 

…the construction and operation of this mine will provide positive benefits to 
the Wells Colony community as well as to Elko County and state-wide tax 
revenues. Although it is too early to project the number of visitors and new 
residents (contractors and employees) to this area, we believe that the potential 
for spending will benefit our community as a whole. 

30 1 

SOC 
This project would provide new job opportunities to the residents of the 
community as well as new individuals moving to the area resulting in the 
growth and strengthening of the local economy. 

31 1 

SOC/ 
WTR 

…concerns regarding any negative impact to the community water supply and 
our employees and their families. We would request that the BLM carefully 
evaluate the replacement plan proposed by Newmont to insure that any 
alternate water source draws from a new, untapped aquifer providing like 
quality water that the Johnson Spring System currently provides. 

31 2 

VEG/WT
F/ VEG/ 

AQ/ WTR 

How do you propose to protect the wildlife, water, and flora and fauna? How 
do you plan to ensure that the egregious gaseous emissions from mine sites do 
not impact the human family? How will you protect the water, which is the life 
force of all creatures on this earth? 

32 1 

NAC who you are contacting in the Western Shoshone region to consult with on 
areas of religious and cultural significance? 32 2 

SOC 
WFRC supports this project and looks forward to growing and expanding 
WFRC services to meet community needs based on projected population 
growth associated with the project. 

33 1 

ALT 

The EIS should demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives to proposed actions 
have been examined and that appropriate mitigation measures have been 
thoroughly considered and incorporated into the project. The EIS should 
provide substantial detail on the means of implementing mitigation measures, 
and should also identify how monitoring would be established to ensure 
compliance and assess effectiveness of mitigation. 

34 1 

PRO 

agencies are required to insure the professional integrity, including scientific 
integrity, of the discussions and analyses in the EIS. Any methodologies used 
should be identified, and the scientific and other sources relied upon for 
conclusions in the statement should be referenced. 

34 2 

PN The EIS should include a clear description of the project's purpose and need. 34 3 

ALT 

rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, 
including reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of your 
agency…The EIS should discuss the alternatives in the context of the validity 
of claims and BLM's authorities under the Mining Law, the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act, and other relevant statutes and regulations. 

34 4 

MIT 

The EIS should thoroughly identify and describe appropriate mitigation 
measures associated with the project, specifying which ones would be 
committed to by the mine operator and/or required by the BLM or other 
federal, state, or local agency. 

34 5 

WTR 

conduct a complete hydrologic characterization of the project vicinity and the 
cumulative impact area, describing all existing water resources and baseline 
groundwater and surface water quality, quantity, and flow regimes. 
Information on groundwater properties and groundwater/surface water 
connections…are needed to identify and assess potential impacts to water 
resources and risks to receptors of contaminants. ..identify any waters that are 
impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act. …specify any changes 
and analyze trends that could be attributed to past exploration or mining 
activities. Discuss groundwater adjudication in the project vicinity. 

34 6 
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WTR 

identify all sources of water needed for the project, and describe the potential 
environmental impacts associated with using these sources. ..describe pumping 
systems and estimate rates of dewatering and water use…identify direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts to surface water flow, water supply wells, 
wetlands, springs and seeps, vegetation, wildlife, and other groundwater-
dependent resources as a result of groundwater pumping. 

34 7 

WTR 

describe post-closure groundwater elevation recovery and the time period in 
which groundwater quantity impacts are anticipated to abate. Based upon the 
March 2011 Plan of Operations for Surface Mining and Ore Processing for the 
Long Canyon Project, we understand that the proposed pit is not anticipated to 
intercept the bedrock aquifer in the project area. ..describe the potential to 
encounter perched or other shallow aquifers and rates of dewater required to 
prevent this water from entering the pit. 

34 8 

WTR 

completely describe the pre-mining and current drainage patterns in the project 
area, as well as the projected drainage patterns (including post-closure 
drainage patterns) under each alternative. Include hydrologic and topographic 
maps of the project area and cumulative impact area. 

34 9 

SOIL address potential effects of the project on erosion potential and sedimentation. 34 10 

WTR 
identify any components of the proposed project that would fall within 25- and 
100- year flood plains. Discuss the potential for runoff to transport sediment or 
contaminants from disturbed areas at the mine to any surface waters. 

34 11 

WTR 

describe applicable state-adopted, EPA-approved water quality standards, 
including beneficial uses, and discuss each alternative's compliance with these 
standards. …describe and discuss the permits that would be required by state 
and federal agencies for water resources… 

34 12 

WTR 

discuss the applicability of Nevada's General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity from Metal Mining 
Activities…include a storm water pollution prevention plan and discuss 
specific mitigation measures that may be necessary during operations, closure, 
and post-closure. Describe how the project will either achieve zero discharge 
or meet permitting requirements for discharges to surface waters. 

34 13 

MISC 
Discuss whether an individual National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit would be required for any phase of the mining 
project. 

34 14 

WTR 

describe all existing and potential future surface water discharges from the 
project, including storm water and mine drainage, and include a map depicting 
locations of all discharge outfalls. …describe the potential effects of all 
potential project discharges, seepage, diversions, and groundwater pumping on 
surface water and groundwater quality and quantity. 

34 15 

WTR 

Discuss all the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to surface water and 
groundwater quality and quantity…during operations and after closure. For the 
proposed off-site ore processing, the EIS should assess the impacts to the off-
site processing location. ..describe all potential project discharges, seepage, pit 
lake formation, diversions, groundwater pumping, evaporation from pit lakes, 
as well as the potential effects of these activities on water rights, beneficial 
uses, and wildlife. 

34 16 

PA ..describe all potential project discharges, seepage, pit lake formation, 
diversions, groundwater pumping, evaporation from pit lakes 34 17 

WTR 
discuss the potential for contamination of precipitation the contacts existing 
and proposed waste rock, heap leach pads, stockpiles, roads, and other mine 
facilities. 

34 18 

WTR 
describe the projected chemical characterization of water in open ponds 
located at the site, including open pits if pit lakes would form following 
closure. 

34 19 
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WTR discuss the potential for and effects of movement of any contaminated surface 
water to the subsurface. 34 20 

PA 

describe the designs of the existing and proposed run-on/run-off channels, 
dams, seepage collection systems, collection and sedimentation ponds, pump 
back systems, and any necessary treatment or disposal of these solutions. 
Depict these facilities on a map. 

34 21 

WTR Describe flow velocities of all discharges to surface waters and discuss 
whether these discharges could adversely affect these waters. 34 22 

MIT Describe mitigation measures to prevent contamination of water and sediment. 34 23 
PA Discuss how accidental releases of hazardous materials would be handled. 34 24 

HAZ 
Identify the potential impacts of failure of the solution containment systems, 
methods for discovering such failures, and the degree to which impacts would 
be reversible. 

34 25 

PA Describe the mine's petroleum-contaminated soil management plan. 34 26 

MIT 

describe procedures for water quality and quantity monitoring and reporting as 
well as monitoring the functioning of the run-on/run-off channels, 
sedimentation ponds, and other mitigation measures at the mine. Describe all 
surface water monitoring locations, groundwater monitoring wells, and points 
of compliance on the site. Monitoring frequencies, screening intervals, and 
parameters to be monitored should be discussed. 

34 27 

WTR 

geochemical testing performed…should be summarized in detail. …discuss the 
geochemistry and acid generation/neutralization potential of waste rock, pit 
wall rock, ore and tailings. Describe the kinetic tests that have been conducted 
on ore and waste rock to characterize them, and provide the test 
results…include cross-sections showing locations of static and kinetic test 
samples and describe and discuss their representativeness…provide past and 
current monitoring results/trends for surface water and groundwater quality at 
the existing mines, and discuss their relevance in predicting potential for, and 
protecting against, contaminated drainage from existing and future mine 
facilities. 

34 28 

MIT 
describe the measures that will be put into place to ensure that ground and 
surface water resources will be protected from contamination by both acid and 
non-acid related leachate. 

34 29 

WTR describe the results of modeling and any additional fate and transport modeling 
performed for potential contaminated discharge from the project site. 34 30 

MIT monitoring should be in place to ensure that the water chemistry is not 
adversely affected or beneficial uses impaired by the mine. 34 31 

MIT 

include the Long Canyon Waste Rock Characterization Report as an appendix 
or provide an appropriate summary…describe all facility design features and 
control measures that would be implemented to protect against degradation of 
surface water and groundwater quality, and any additional mitigation measure 
that may be necessary should prevention measures fail. 

34 32 

MIT 

describe procedures for monitoring the functioning of the waste rock dumps, 
stockpiles, and heap leach pads in controlling contact between this material 
and surface or meteoric water…Effective chemical and/or physical controls to 
prevent uncontrolled seepage through waste rock, wall rock, stock piles, and 
spent ore should be thoroughly analyzed. 

34 33 

MISC coordinate with US Army Corps of Engineers to determine if the proposed 
project requires a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit. 34 34 

WTR 
describe all waters of the US that could be affected by the project, including 
past impacts…include the acreages and channel lengths, habitat types, values, 
and functions of these waters. 

34 35 

PA All required Federal and State permits for work potentially affecting wetlands 
or waters of the US should be identified. 34 36 
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MIT address opportunities for improving the quality and quantity of these 
resources… through appropriate facilities design 34 37 

WTR 

If a permit is required… permitted discharge into waters of the US must be the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative available to achieve the 
project purpose. …include and evaluation of the project alternatives in this 
context …to demonstrate compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 

34 38 

WTR 
if…dredged or fill material would be discharged into waters of the US, 
…describe the potential environmental impacts and discuss alternatives to 
avoid or minimize these discharges. 

34 39 

MIT 
if…dredged or fill material would be discharged into waters of the US, 
…describe the potential environmental impacts and discuss alternatives to 
avoid or minimize these discharges. 

34 40 

MIT if a discharge is permitted, required mitigation for impacts to waters of the US 
should be identified and committed to… 34 41 

MIT 

Mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid habitat 
losses due to the lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful 
mitigation…Include the following: acreage and habitat type of waters of the 
US created or restored; water sources to maintain the mitigation area; 
revegetation plans including numbers and age of each species to be planted; 
maintenance and monitoring plans, including performance standards to 
determine mitigation success; the size and location of mitigation zones; parties 
that would be ultimately responsible for the plan's success; and contingency 
plans if the original plan fails. 

34 42 

AQ 
describe existing air quality in the project vicinity. … discuss the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration (PSD) increments applicable to air quality in the project area. 

34 43 

ALT 

The EIS should demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives to proposed actions 
have been examined and that appropriate mitigation measures have been 
thoroughly considered and incorporated into the project. The EIS should 
provide substantial detail on the means of implementing mitigation measures, 
and should also identify how monitoring would be established to ensure 
compliance and assess effectiveness of mitigation. 

34 44 

AQ 

estimate project emissions from all facilities and roads related to the mine's 
operations, including any off-site processing and support activities, such as 
vehicle traffic and delivery trucks for fuels, maintenance supplies, and other 
materials, as well as cumulative emissions from other sources in the project 
area. If additional exploratory drilling operations are to be included as part of 
the proposed project, the EIS should include the air emissions resulting from 
the construction and operation of these facilities, including those resulting 
from road construction and use. Modeling should be conducted to determine 
concentrations of criteria air pollutants for an accurate comparison with the 
NAAQS. 

34 45 

PA 

discuss whether a PSD permit would be required for the proposed project. If a 
PSD permit is required, determine increment consumption as well. If a PSD 
permit would not be required, the EIS should indicate whether the baseline 
date has been triggered for minor sources in the project area. Once the minor 
source baseline date has been triggered for a certain pollutant in a specified 
area, all emissions from minor sources of that pollutant consume increment. 

34 46 

AQ 

discuss impacts to the NAAQS and PSD increments from projected emissions 
of the project and alternatives, considering the effects from all aspects of mine 
excavation, construction, operation, and support activities, such as vehicle 
traffic, as well as cumulative emissions from other sources in the project area. 
BLM should closely coordinate with NDEP regarding regulatory requirements 
and controls. 

34 47 
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AQ 

identify all Class I PSD areas located within 100 kilometers of the proposed 
project site. Class I areas even further away could potentially be affected as 
well. BLM should consult with the U.S. Forest Service for a determination of 
which areas could be adversely affected by the proposed action. Potential 
impacts to Class I PSD areas, including visibility impacts, should be discussed. 

34 48 

MIT 

discuss mitigation measures to minimize air pollutant emissions from the mine. 
Conventional fugitive source controls include water application or use of 
chemical binders or wetting agents on roads and stockpiles, and revegetation of 
disturbed areas. Additional measures exist that could be used to control PM10 
emissions, as well as diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other criteria 
pollutants, from fugitive sources at the mine. We recommend the following 
additional emissions reduction measures. 
 
• Use particle traps and other appropriate controls to reduce emissions 
of DPM and other air pollutants. Traps control approximately 80 percent of 
DPM, and specialized catalytic converters (oxidation catalysts) control 
approximately 20 percent of DPM, 40 percent of carbon monoxide emissions, 
and 50 percent of hydrocarbon emissions; 
• Minimize construction-related trips of workers and equipment, 
including trucks and heavy equipment; 
• Lease or buy newer, cleaner equipment (1996 or newer model); 
• Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to ensure that construction 
equipment is properly maintained at all times and does not unnecessarily idle, 
is tuned to manufacturer's specifications, and is not modified to increase 
horsepower except in accordance with established specifications. 

34 49 

MIT discuss whether and how air quality monitoring would be implemented to 
ensure project compliance with all applicable air quality standards and permits 34 50 

AQ 
thoroughly describe all potential impacts associated with this action, including 
analysis of the additional pollutant emissions related to this activity and 
whether these emissions could result in exceedance of air quality standards. 

34 51 

HAZ 
estimate releases of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), including mercury, from 
the proposed project to air, soil, or water resources, including any off-site 
facility where ore may be processed. 

34 52 

PA 

list major processing equipment, including any autoclave or roaster, stripping 
units, electrowinning units, retorts, refining furnaces, and carbon regeneration 
kilns. …detail all possible sources of HAPs and the unit processes that 
generate this material. 

34 53 

PA 

discuss how all HAPs would be controlled to reduce their emissions as much 
as possible, including off-site facilities that will process ore from this project. 
…describe the equipment included in the system to condense, capture, and/or 
treat HAPs, including mercury, and reduce their emissions. It should also 
discuss how these measures are effective in removing HAPs and making it 
unavailable for release into the environment. The EIS should also note how 
any condensed or captured mercury would be recycled, sold, or disposed. 

34 54 

AQ 
discuss the likely fate and transport of mercury air emissions from the 
proposed project and describe the cumulative amount of mercury that is 
annually emitted to the air from gold mines in northern Nevada. 

34 55 

MIT describe the HAPs monitoring that would be conducted, including locations 
and reporting requirements. 34 56 
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AQ 

EPA recommends that the EIS identify the cumulative contributions to 
greenhouse gas emissions that will result from implementation of the proposed 
project. In addition, we recommend the EIS discuss the potential impacts of 
climate change on the project. The EIS should also identify any specific 
mitigation measures needed to (1) protect the project from the effects of 
climate change (e.g., changes to storm magnitude or frequency), (2) reduce the 
project's adverse air quality effects, and/or (3) promote pollution prevention 
and environmental stewardship. 

34 57 

MIT 

sustainable design and operation measures that can be identified as reducing 
greenhouse gases should be identified in the EIS with an estimate of the 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions that would result if measures were 
implemented, and the EIS should indicate whether these measures would be 
required. Attention should be paid to explaining the quality of each greenhouse 
gas mitigation measure- including its permanence, verifiability and 
enforceability. We offer the following potential measures for the BLM's 
consideration: 
 
• Incorporate alternative energy components into the project such as 
on-site distributed generation systems, solar thermal hot water heating, etc.; 
• Incorporate recovery and reuse, leak detection, pollution control 
devices, maintenance of equipment, product substitution and reduction in 
quantity used or generated; 
• Include use of alternative transportation fuels, biodiesel, electric 
vehicles, ethanol, etc. during construction and operation if applicable; 
• Commit to using high efficiency diesel particulate filters on new and 
existing diesel engines to provide nearly 99.9% reductions of black carbon 
emissions. 

34 58 

MIT 

discuss the mitigation measures that would be taken to prevent exposure of 
migratory waterfowl and other wildlife to any toxic solutions or spills. If pit 
lakes would form after mine closure, an ecological risk assessment should be 
conducted, and the EIS should include a summary of its findings. The EIS 
should discuss the effectiveness of mitigation measures to protect wildlife, and 
indicate how they would be implemented and enforced. Describe maintenance 
requirements and monitoring to ensure their effectiveness. 

34 59 

VEG 
MIT 

identify non-jurisdictional wetland and riparian habitat as well as other unique 
or important habitat areas that could be affected, and describe their functions 
and values and the acreages likely to be affected. Specifically, the EIS should 
discuss the function and value of the Big Spring wetland for local wildlife and 
the potential adverse effects to these functions and values. The EIS should 
discuss avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of losses or modification of 
habitat and plant and animal species composition, and address opportunities 
for improving the quality and quantity of these areas in designing facilities. 

34 60 

PA 

describe the availability, properties, and sources of growth medium, discuss 
how growth medium would be applied to disturbed areas, and identify any 
additional measures (e.g., amendments) that may be needed to ensure 
successful reclamation and revegetation of the project site. 

34 61 

MIT 

We recommend that revegetation be accomplished with only native species 
indigenous to the area in order to restore the ecosystem to as natural a state as 
possible after mine closure. We also recommend that revegetation success be 
monitored and enforced for at least five years following revegetation efforts. 
First or second year success in meeting the revegetation standards is not 
necessarily indicative of long-term success. 

34 62 
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MIT 

The EIS should describe the reclamation and closure of the heap leach pads, 
waste rock piles, and other facilities, including capping/covers, drain down 
facilities, chemistry, and fate of drain down fluids, and projected drain down 
times. The EIS should describe in detail how drain down fluids from leach 
pads would be captured, treated, and/or controlled over the closure and/or post 
closure period. If the project would involve the use of evapotranspiration cells 
to handle heap leach drain down during heap closure, the EIS should describe 
the design and operation of this system. 

34 63 

HAZ 
The EIS should discuss the fate and transport of cyanide and the other 
constituents in the heaps over the course of closure and post-closure, and 
address the ecological risks posed by the evapotranspiration cells. 

34 64 

SOC 

discuss the reclamation bonding requirements and amounts for the proposed 
project and alternatives. ...The Draft EIS should also discuss how BLM can 
modify the bond during the course of operations if temporary, long-term, or 
perpetual treatment and/or remediation needs are discovered during operations. 
In addition to determining the actual cost of reclamation, the bond calculation 
should consider the extra expense of taking over reclamation at a critical time 
during operations, such as when the water balance is high and surplus water 
must be treated, or when environmental or reclamation measures have not been 
successful in controlling pollution and must be redone. The EIS should 
describe bonding requirements and other measures that BLM and State 
regulators have in place to ensure funds would be immediately available 
should the mine operator or its insurer be unable to fund the required 
reclamation or closure activities. 

34 65 

MIT 

discuss provisions that would be made under each alternative for post-
operation surveillance to ensure that site closure and stabilization have been 
effective. Describe the mitigation actions that would be taken should 
destabilization or contamination be detected, and identify who would be 
responsible for these actions. 

34 66 

MIT 

discuss whether long-term post-closure monitoring and management of the 
mine may be necessary to ensure protection of resources such as groundwater 
and surface water quality. The Draft EIS should describe these activities, 
indicate the projected costs for these activities, and discuss any requirements 
BLM would impose on the mine operator to establish a trust fund or other 
funding mechanism to ensure post-closure care, in accordance with 43 CFR 
3809.552(c). The EIS should describe all long-term, post-closure monitoring 
and management measures needed to protect surface water and groundwater 
from seepage and/or leachate from waste rock, pit wall rock, leach piles, 
stockpiles, and other mine facilities. The EIS should describe the 
implementation monitoring procedures, as well as enforcement mechanisms by 
either BLM or other appropriate regulators should the mine operator fail to 
properly follow the plan. The Draft EIS should also indicate the projected costs 
for these activities, and discuss any requirements, such as 43 CFR 3809.552(c), 
that BLM or the State regulator would impose on the mine operator to 
establish a trust fund or other funding mechanism to ensure post-closure care. 

34 67 
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MIT 

The financial assurance necessary to fund all post-closure activities must be 
kept current as conditions change at the mine, and the permitting agency 
should ensure that the form of the financial assurance does not depend on the 
continued financial health of the mine operator or its parent corporation. The 
Draft EIS should include a general description of the long-term funding 
mechanism that BLM would require. The mechanics of the fund are critical to 
determining whether sufficient funds would be available to implement the 
post-closure plan and reduce the possibility of long-term contamination 
problems. The discussion in the Draft EIS should include the following 
information: 
• Requirements for timing of payments into the trust fund; 
• How to ensure the trust fund would be bankruptcy remote; 
• Acceptable financial instruments (such as those specified in 43 CFR 
3809.555); 
• Tax status of the trust fund; 
• Identify the trust fund beneficiaries; and 
• Identify the operator with responsibility/liability for financial 
assurance at this site. 

34 68 

MIT 

If the potential impacts of the project would necessitate a long-term trust fund, 
EPA believes this information is essential in the Draft EIS because it could 
make the difference between a project sufficiently managed over the long-term 
by the site operator, or an unfunded/under-funded contaminated site that 
becomes a liability for the Federal government. In the absence of an 
appropriate guarantee, EPA could consider a project unacceptable if it could 
result in unmitigated impacts exceeding environmental standards on a long-
term basis. 

34 69 

EJ 

The EIS should identify minority and low-income populations, and address 
whether the alternatives would cause any disproportionate adverse impact, 
such as displacement, changes in existing resources or access, or community 
disruption. 

34 70 

NAC 

discuss BLM's consultation with all Native American tribal governments that 
could be potentially affected by the proposed project or may have resources 
(e.g., traditional cultural properties, groundwater resources) that could be 
affected. 

34 71 

LUA 

the EIS should describe the potential impacts to livestock grazing in the project 
vicinity and discuss whether reduction in forage would necessitate a reduction 
in livestock grazing in the area for the duration of the project and/or after mine 
closure and reclamation. Identify any other special uses that would be 
displaced by the proposed project and discuss the proposed project's specific 
potential impacts to these uses. 

34 72 

MIT 
We recommend that BLM and the mining company actively pursue better 
pollution prevention techniques to prevent or reduce pollution at the proposed 
mine. 

34 73 

CUM 
The EIS should describe the potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
proposed project and alternatives, as well as the methodology used to assess 
them. 

34 74 
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CUM 

We have the following recommendations for structuring cumulative impacts 
analyses: 
• The description of the affected environment should focus on each affected 
resource or ecosystem. Determination of the affected environment should not 
be based on a predetermined geographic area, but rather on perception of 
meaningful impacts and natural boundaries. 
• Focus on resources of concern, i.e., those resources that are at risk and/or are 
significantly affected by the proposed project, before mitigation. Identify 
which resources are analyzed, which ones are not, and why; 
• Identify all other on-going, planned, and reasonably foreseeable projects in 
the study area, not just mining projects, which may contribute to cumulative 
impacts. Where studies exist on the environmental impacts of these other 
projects, use these studies as a source for quantifying cumulative impacts; 
• Include appropriate baselines for the resources of concern with an 
explanation as to why those baselines were selected; and 
• When cumulative impacts occur, mitigation should be proposed. Clearly state 
who will be responsible for mitigation measures and how mitigation 
implementation will be ensured. 

34 75 
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08/08/2012 

Long Canyon ID Team Meeting 
 
Bryan Fuell –BLM 
John Stefka –Newmont 
Dan Anderson –Newmont 
Al Czarnowsky –Newmont 
Kendra Olcott –JBR 
Sara Thorne –JBR 
David Worley –JBR 
Josh Vittori –JBR 
Jenni Prince Mahoney –JBR 
JoeyJames Giustino –BLM 
Victoria Anne –BLM 
Nycole Burton –BLM 
Matt Werle –BLM 
Whitney Wirthlin –BLM 
Jeff Moore –BLM 
Aaron Hoberg –JBR 
Brian Buck –JBR 
Cameo Flood –JBR 
Kristi Schaff –JBR 
Caleb McAdoo –NDOW 
Alan Jennie –NDOW 
Tyler Stokes –BLM 
Mark Dean –BLM 
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• Field tour canceled for BLM 
• Wells scoping meeting tonight 
• Specialist interaction after lunch 

 
Introductions 
 
Overview of Project (Dan) 

o Most of baseline information was gathered before plan was submitted.  New 
procedure prior to submission of PoO.  Very well thought out and contributions 
from agencies prior to submission.  

o No acid generation.  Limestone deposit.  Above water table.  Open pit.  Oxide ore 
deposit.  No sulfides.  Waste rock storage designed to hold whole capacity of the 
pit.  Higher standards for design, limiting height to control sloughing and pit 
failure.   

o Deer corridor: a mule deer migration corridor was added to the design features of 
the proposed mine Plan; there will also be concurrent reclamation to increase the 
width of the corridor.   Elongated waste dump, added corridor to facilitate deer 
migration.   

o Non-traditional construction.  Not going to dump over edge, build from bottom 
up.  Concave slope.  Corridor widens as project proceeds.  Planted with Pinon and 
Junipers. 

o Springs and upwellings were considered during the planning of where to place 
facilities.  Moved facilities south of source protection area per Wendover’s 
request.  Mill and heap leach pads.  

o There will be mill, heap leach pads, and tailings facility within the proposed Plan 
boundary.  No crushing during heap leach.  Tailings are several miles south of 
area, post crushing and processing.   

o Sage grouse: sage grouse habitat and lek locations were considered during the 
placement of facilities, most importantly the tailings and heap leach pad 

o Noise at tailings minimal, noise surveys are being conducted 
 May not be an issue to lek.  No hauling, but noise survey are being 

completed to conduct modeling for levels at the lek 
o Two barrow pits (clay for sub-lining) location have been identified within the 

Plan boundary. 
o Lining systems for tails 
o Barrow pits may be reclaimed as a wetland feature to enhance habitat since 

excavated below the water table. 
o Powerlines/upgrades/powerplant in Wells 

 Existing lines, upgrade, from Idaho Power substation north of Wells.  
Upgrade from Oasis into site. 

 Pipeline from Ruby Valley pipeline, 35 miles north of project for natural 
gas power generation on site.   

 Natural Gas powerplant in wells.  Lines from Wells to site. 
 No preferred actions yet 
 Considerations to environment 
 A decision from Newmont will be made in October 
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o Pipeline technology is advanced to reduce impact on environment 
o Pipelines: no baseline of alternatives and environmental of pipelines yet, so these 

will need to be completed after the determination is made for a power source.  
o Right of ways need to be considered and planned for. 
o Employment: there will be roughly 300-400 workers during construction and 300-

500 during operations starting 2017.  Closure 100 people over 10-14 years. 
o 8-10 year mine life with active exploration throughout that time frame 
o After a decision, it is estimated that there will be 2 years of construction prior to 

actual operations, with a potential start date of 2016-2017 
o Cities of Wells, Wendover, and West Wendover 

 Wendover and West Wendover share a drinking water source in the 
project boundary (Big Springs).  Working with Wendover to identify 
alternative sources so as to take over Big Springs during operations. 

 Working to identity alternatives to avoid putting too many “straws in the 
same cup” 

o Questions? 
 Victoria – Housing issues? 
 Dan – Impact studies to determine.  Not released yet.  Focus groups to 

identify issues.  Housing was brought up, both temporary and permanent.  
Wells is excited for the increase in housing.  Wendover and West 
Wendover are better from land perspectives and subdivisions and are more 
prepared for growth. In Wells, contractors building spec homes. 

 
Round Table Discussion 

o Main concerns and issues from specialist present 
NEPA-Victoria Anne 

o Need to review EIS format and will discuss with NEPA specialist at JBR after 
meeting.  

 
 Lands-JoeyJames  

o Powerlines: need to determine what the power source will be for the mine and 
what associated documentation needs to be provided, including baseline studies 

o Roads: Will existing roads be used and what new roads are planned 
o SF 299 Plan of Development will need to be submitted for any new Right of 

Ways that will be associated with the Plan. This will include the application, as 
well as acreage and baseline surveys associated with disturbance 

o Concerns 
 Wildlife surveys 
 Mitigations-But can always amend 

- Dan kept in touch with county concerning Right-of-Way in regards 
to access roads 

o Alternatives? 
o Need for county Right-of-Way in future 
o West Wendover at Springs 
o SF 299 page 2 (pre-NEPA) in regards to county 
o Road alternatives 
o Can get Right-of-Way near power line SWIP North?  
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o FLPMA 
o Right to co-locate within corridor 

o Natural gas power production 
o All concerns will be rolled into the EIS.  NEPA concerns should be covered via 

the surveys and baselines. 
 

Dan – Natural Gas brought to site 
• Good alternative 
• Choices for trucks as well as power for site 

 
Wildlife-Nycole Burton 

o This is different than normal.  Discussions on wildlife have been occurring for a 
long time.  Identified species of concern already. 
o Wildlife working group – issues hashed out before any plan is presented.  Huge 
benefit towards moving forward and addressing resource concerns/mitigation. 
o Deer – Migration and important locations and paths of movement 

o Movements tracked via collars 
o Redesigned site for winter migrations mitigation.  Helping to maximize 

mitigation impact. 
o Sage Grouse Lek 

o Modification to heap Leach location 
o Baseline studies  

o Baselines for Wildlife are going to be able to be built upon. 
o Modifications have been done prior to EIS 
o Concentrating on nuances for EIS 

o Concise strategies concerning specific species  
o Wildlife way ahead, and work has been done prior to project kickoff  
o Refine environmental protection actions? 

 Modifications for noise have already been completed.  Still need baseline 
for noise values.  Consider the values for time/areas.   

 Concentration on Southern Wetlands mitigation plan to help Sage Grouse 
brood/hens.  Consider nuts and bolts of these plans 

o Ranch 
o Riparian enhancement of the Wetlands 
o 50,000 acres owned by Newmont 
o Benefit domestic and mine exploration 
o Improve wildlife, water, and wetlands to historic levels 
o Opportunity to tie in plans for ranch with some of wildlife enhancements 
o Enhance sage grouse habitat statewide as a Newmont existing strategy 

o Issue with pygmy rabbits. Lake terrace next to ranch south of ranch.  Non 
textbook habitat.  Ephemerals of lake bed. 
 Can see distribution in vegetation mapping 
 These burrows might be seasonal.  Need to get some periodic observations 

to get impact ideas for different times of year. 
 Keep an eye on their movements throughout the year.   

o Long Canyon within Bighorn Sheep repopulation habitat NDOW.  Not an issue 
yet. 
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Archaeology and Cultural Resources-Matt Werle 
o High site density  
o Sites occur near water sources 
o Over 30 sites, mitigation phase 1 
o Completed expansionary survey on flats 
o 70 eligible sites 
o 30 done, 30 sites for phase 2, and some possible for phase 3 
o Programmatic Agreement to be done soon.  Nice to be done before PoO 

submitted. 
o EIS concerns 

o Monitoring plans over life of mine 
o Powerlines – capture extra surveys 
o Barrow pits 
o Additional infrastructures 

 
 Range and Vegetation-Jeff Moore 

o Issues 
o Take existing ranch out of agricultural production. 

 Relocating ranch headquarters to keep base property  
o Agricultural areas – south to near pivots are base property for permits 
o Relocate base property to other place on ranch 

 Need to identify new area for forage or hay production covering all 
animals on property, or 2 months on Elko district 

o Identify how many BLM AUMs on permit, how many won’t be available 
because of mine.  Reduction in grazing permit for that loss of forage. 

o Range improvements effected.  Look at compensation for loss of interest in 
range of improvements. 

o Fences, water developments, etc. on public land that will be lost if there are 
private interest. 

o Removal of Elk Fence? 
 Too early to tell 
 Range planning/landscape planning won’t need it.  Considering 

removal. 
o Bryan Fuell - Could transfer HQ almost anywhere as long as it meets grazing 

requirements 
o Can still use if grazing acres meet measurability requirements 
o Might not need to move base property.  Will be evaluated as plan goes 

forward. 
o Vegetation 

o Nycole -Butterfly and Buckwheat 
o Wildlife/vegetation 

 Continued studies 
 Population is not static 
 Need a follow-up study since baseline was last conducted.  To fill in 

gaps on distributions.   
o Pinion and Juniper 

 Reclamation phase is when a lot of the issues will come up 
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 Not a lot of success with reseeding near fans 
 West vs. East slopes 
 Different slope aspects 
 Could simulate West side of Pequops in Long Canyon itself 

• Fire rehab areas show good reseed results after 3 years 
• Soils and elevation factor largely into reseeding the areas 

 Nursery on site – focusing on collecting seeds to establish nursery for 
reseeding. 

 Active seeding 
 6 mile canyon- pine bark beetles not near site 

• Will address with forest service 
• Concerns about wood stockpile and keeping infestation 

contained if present 
 

 Hydrology and Soils-Mark Dean 
o Soils 

o New disturbance 
 Describe all from all proposed sources 
 Analysis on reclamation potential for success 
 Wildlife revegetation 
 Reference materials in document 

 
o Air 

o Unclassified air basin  
 Protocol ready to go 
 Climate change to be discussed 

o David Jones Air Quality lead for state 
o Power generation 

 Beyond title 5? 
• no 

o Water 
o Surface and Ground 

o Issues 
o Wendovers’ water supply 
 Include proposed agreements 
 Additional mitigations included if brought up. 
 Drinking water for the cities 
 Diversion(s) storm-designed 
 Riparian area impacts from pumping around Big Springs/Johnson 
 Barrow pits 
 Evaporation 

• All included 
o Long Canyon Spring?  Discussion will take place later.   
 No identified issues 
 Newmont - Should have no impacts from mine construction 

• There is a monitoring well up near the spring 
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• Flow calculations, perched aquifer filled from seasonal range 
snows 

• Perched spring 
 

o Geochemistry 
o Ongoing studies 
o Completed waste rock drain-down geochemistry models 
o No major issues thanks to lack of sulfides 
o Info forwarded to EPA 

 
o 3 members not present 

o Matt Murphy (out on fire) 
o Zack Pratt 
o Brian Mulligan (out on fire) 

 
o Contact list (Kristi) 

o Contact sheets handed out during meeting 
 JBR has BLM contact info 
 BLM has JBR info 

o Keep in contact 
o Keep Whitney and Kristi in the loop as cc’s; they will help facilitate information 

flow 
o If there is any trouble getting in contact with another member, get in touch with 

Whitney or Kristi 
o JBR staff will be reviewing all data to determine if there are any data gaps. 
o Group emails 

 
Brian Buck 

o Communication between BLM and JBR 
o JBR to talk directly to counterparts in BLM and vice-versa 
o Keep records of correspondence and make available to all parties as needed 
o Management communication every 2 weeks 

 JBR to talk to Brian Buck and/or Kristi 
 BLM to talk to Whitney 

o Open communications to facilitate easy flow.  Don’t want everything to have to 
go through Whitney 

o FTP site set up 
 Communication issues with Newmont 
 Keep track of folder versions 

• BLM will have files on shared drives; links via email if something 
is not working 

o General Path Forward 
o Scoping – Meetings currently going on 

 Scoping summary report 
• Issues, statements, etc.  Described and gone into detail 

 Comment period ends in September.  Report released in Sep. 
 Following release of reports 
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 Alternative planning/studies 
• Described October/November 

 Chapter 1 of EIS 
• after alternatives Fall/Winter 2012 

 Chapter 2 
• Out by Fall/Winter 2012 

 ID Team 
• Review of Preliminary EIS Draft 

o Spring 2013 
• Refining project schedule 

 Decide when 508 compliance is completed? 
• JBR doing 508 compliance.  Conversions and setup.  Cannot submit 

508 to EPA, needs to be sent by BLM. 
• Individual wanting to include items will provide the alt text provided 

from figure/ photo source 
 

o Questions 
o Review schedule, share when done.  JBR committed they will keep the schedule.  

Plenty of time to be ready for documents. 
o Set timeframe, try to get good turnarounds 
o Charge codes? 

 Cost Recovery 
 Whitney will take care of 
 Tracking the costs and times 

o NDOW has compensation of public utilities projects set up for Powerline cost 
recoveries.  Need to be kept up to date on those issues 

o Cooperating agencies? 
 Army Corps of Engineers? 

• Permits from them 
 Find jurisdictional issues 

 
o Discussion of site trip – JBR staff going to field even though ID team isn’t going.  Good 

to see the site.  Field trip needs to be limited to allow for public meeting in Wells. 
o Meet team member counterparts after break in small specialties groups 
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JBR Internal Scoping Meeting Notes 08/08/2012 – Recorded by CFlood 
 

Field tour cancelled for BLM today, will reschedule. Instead will meet with JBR counterparts 
after lunch. 

Introductions 

Whitney, Aaron -  air (BLM), Brian, Cameo, Kristi, Caleb (NDOW), Allen NDOW, Tyler 
(BLM), Mark Dean (BLM), Victoria (BLM), Nycole, Matt Werle (BLM). 

Dan did a short introduction to the project for the team. 

Lands and Realty issues - transmission lines and roads, SF299s and PODs for ROW, connected 
actions on the infrastructure. Sarah Ferrera is the land laws examiner, receives and checks the 
applications. Will include all applications in EIS 43 CFR 4300.  Unsure what discussions with 
Elko County on the county road will bring. Newmont could get the ROW the county uses 
transferred to Newmont if that makes sense. All easements across private lands must be received 
before BLM can grant a ROW. May co-locate ROW from other projects in existing corridor 
SouthWest Intertie Project (SWIP). 

Wildlife Issues - Has already been a lot of discussions between BLM and Newmont on wildlife 
issues before the PoO was submitted. NDOW, Newmont, BLM has a wildlife working group that 
hashed out the locations of facilities to protect wildlife. Mule deer, key species, migration route 
from Jarbidge to critical winter range. Have some movement tracking. Waste rock dump was 
designed to mitigation movement. 

Sage Grouse lek not far from the southern end of the mine boundary. Heap leach pad was 
redesigned. But may need EPMs for noise. 

Baseline on wildlife is done. 

Don't anticipate alternatives for wildlife, just nuances and tweaks, and maybe some additional 
data collection. 

Pygmy rabbit may become an issue. 

Bighorn sheep reintroduction on the schedule in the Pequop Mountains. 

Cultural Issues - many sites have been located and mitigated as part of the exploration and 
expect more sites for the mine plan. About 70 eligible sites have been located, 30 have been 
excavated, there will be a phase ii and phase iii excavations. A Programmatic Agreement is in 
the works. EIS issues will be monitoring plan throughout the mine life on sites that won't receive 
treatment, baseline on any additional facilities (powerline). BLM developing mitigation plan 
with the cultural resource contractor. 

Range Issues - Mine will take the ranch out of agricultural production. Where is the ranch 
headquarters going to be located, may affect the base property for the grazing permit, for 
example if it affects the irrigation. Base property must be capable of producing hay or other crop 
to meet the base property requirements to support the livestock on the permit for at least 2 
months. Another issue is how many AUMs will not be available because of the mine facilities. 
This will cause a reduction in the grazing permit. Will need to identify any range improvements 
that will be affected by taking the land out of production. May result in payment to the permittee 
for a loss of investment - not private lands only the BLM lands (water developments, etc.). Dan 
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says the elk fence will probably be removed since there won't be any need for it. Base property 
can be located somewhere off the ranch. 

Vegetation Issues - Buckwheat is "somewhere". May need more baseline because it was 
originally done in 2009. Newmont is collecting seed to set up a nursery on site for reclamation 
(pinyon, juniper, mahogany, bitterbrush). 

Bark beetle infestation, might suggest not storing cut wood in the area.  

Soil issues - new disturbance needs to be accurately described (transmission, roads), reclamation 
potential for success. Cross reference with vegetation and wildlife.  

Air Quality issues - unclassified air basin, model protocol is ready to go, climate change, work 
with the State air quality lead (David Jones). Power plant would not trip the Title V permit 
(according to Dan based on potential to emit). 

Water Quality issues - Wendover/West Wendover water supply, include all the agreements as 
part of the design features. Drinking water. Surface water diversions designed to handle storm 
flow. Could affect the riparian area as a result of pumping and disturbance, borrow pits may 
create new ponds, evaporation. Long Canyon Spring - no issues identified don't anticipate any 
impacts. 

Geochemistry Issues - Fate and transport modeling and draindown chemistry predictive models 
have been completed. No issues because of lack of sulfides. Report has been forwarded to EPA. 

New rec planner will be on board in September. 

Communications 
BLM/JBR specialists should talk directly. CC project management. Include Whitney and Kristi 
on requests for tracking purposes.  

JBR will be reviewing existing data and will notify BLM of data gaps. 

Whitney has an internal email distribution list set up. 

If there are bigger issues, Whitney or JBR management should be notified so it can be discussed 
on the bi-weekly conference call. Staff will be invited on the call when appropriate. 

Whitney will forward FTP site information to BLM staff team members. The FTP site should be 
used to transfer files for reviews. Version control will be discussed. 

Path Forward 
Currently scoping. Will close out scoping with a scoping summary report that will include issues. 
Expect summary out in September 2012. 

JBR/BLM will coordinate with Newmont on alternatives. Expect to finalize alternatives by 
November. 

Chapter 1 will proceed following scoping report. Chapter 2 will be completed after alternatives 
finalized. Both completed for BLM review by the end of the year. 

Preliminary draft EIS should be available in spring 2013 for BLM review. 

JBR will be doing 508 compliance. 

Victoria will handle all the web questions. 
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